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Monpay, Marcu 16, 1953. 
FRENCHMAN-CAMBRIDGE AND Bostwick PROJEcTsS 


WITNESS 


HON. CARL T. CURTIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. JENsEN. The committee will come to order. 

We are pleased to have before the committee today our esteemed 
colleague, Congressman Curtis of Nebraska. 

We are always pleased to have Mr. Curtis before the committee, 
because he always has some information which is of value to the 
committee and to the Congress in the interest of the people he repre 
sents and who we find he takes care of very well. 

Mr. Curtis, we will be glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Curtis. Mr. C hairman, I again want to thank you for the priv- 
ilege of appearing here. I appear again in reference to the Bureau of 
Reclamation work for the Republican River Valley in Nebraska. 1 
believe that this is carried as part of the Kansas River system in the 
various documents of the Bureau. 

Due to the sympathetic and fair consideration of this committee, 

» have made real progress in the Republican Valley in the building 
of the major water-retarding structures. These dams have been built 
at the cost of many millions of dollars. All of them are either com 
pleted or nearing completion. I refer to the Trenton Dam, Enders 
Dam, and the Medicine Creek Dam which have been built by the 
Bureau, and also the Harlan County Dam which was built by the 
Army engineers. 

Considerable money has been spent and much work has been done 
by the Bureau already on diversion dams, canals, laterals, and other 
parts of the distribution system. However, there is much yet to be 
done. These Bureau projects are known as the Frenchman-Cambridge 
project and the Bostwick project. 

In view of the heavy expenditure already made on the dams it is 
highly important that these smaller amounts be made available now 
to put the irrigation systems into actual use. I would like to see 
these distribution systems completed this year. I think this is the 
economical way to proceed. It will be to the advantage of the tax- 
payers to put this water to full use right away. Such a course of 
action will cut down the very heavy administrative costs in connection 
with these projects because it will lessen the time involved. Their 
early completion will move up the time when the water users will 
make repayment to the Government. The quicker that irrigation is 
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ivailable to all the farmers to be reached, the more income taxes will 
be paid by these farmers and landowners. All of the economy argu- 
ments are in favor of rapid completion of the Republican Valley 
program. Waste, increased administrative costs, and less Federal 
revenue are on the side of a prolonged construction of these distribu- 
tion units, 

In connection with the Frenchman-Cambridge project, I am inter- 
ested in the early comp a of all the distribution works in connec 
tion with upper Meeker Canal, Driftwood Canal, Culbertson (¢ ‘anal, 
Beverly-Riverside Canal and laterals, the Bartley diversion dam and 
laterals, the Holbrook and Cambridge Canal and laterals and all the 
other works in connection therewith. 

Likewise, in the Bostwick project speed is important for the same 
reason. The Army engineers have completed Harlan County Dam 
at a great cost. The completion of the Bureau’s work in bringing this 
water to the farmers at an early date means more revenue for the 
Federal Government, less overhead, and an earlier start on the repay- 
ment contracts. 

It is my belief that the committee should take into account the 
threatening drought and duststorms. We hope that these will not 
materialize, but there are indications that such a pattern of weather 
might be in the making. Since these works must be completed 
anyway, we should be prepared for eventual drought and duststorms 
and complete this work at an early date. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, here is what I am trying to say 
Your heavy expenditures for dams have largely been made, and now 
we are faced with the problem of getting the water on the land. We 
do not want to pay any more overhead on this than we have to. As 
soon as it is paid, the farmers will start repaying, and I think their 
income will be substantially increased. 

What I have said about drought and duststorms may be very real, 
but I hope it is not. Noonecan tell. We might be facing a very wet 
season. Nevertheless, the drought of the thirties began just like the 
drought last fall, starting in the Southwest and moving up into the 
Great Plains States. 

The west end of Nebraska has had a very dry fall, and you have 
noticed newspaper and radio accounts of some duststorms out there. 
[ am not an apostle of gloom and I hope that does not happen. On 
the other hand, according to the law of averages, drought does return 
out there; and, since this project is going to be completed anyway, 
we hope that it can be worked out in the very best possible way by this 
committee. 

I know that you will look at it in the light of getting a job done. 
At this particular time, we are not here urging any new dams or starts 
in new territories or anything of that sort. We are concerned with 
completing a picture where dams are largely built. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Curtis, you, of course, know that this committee— 
and, in fact, the Congress—has for the past few years been quite 
liberal in appropriating money for irrigation projects. We have 
also been quite liberal in appropriating money for flood control. We 
have also appropriated some money—not enough by a long way—for 
flood prevention, which is the keeping of the raindrops where they 

fall, as much as we possibly can. 


The Soil Conservation Service has done as cood a iob as they can 
lo with the money we have appropriated for them. 

I know that you have been one of the leaders in the soil-conservation 
program, and I was especially happy to see your meme Mr. Raymond 
Mi ( ‘onnell of the Lincoln Daily Journal, take t leading part in the 

rusade for more and better conservation of our ma ious soil, and I 
vrote him to that effect the other day. 

After we have appropriated all this money—in fact, hundreds of 
millions of dollars—for these great multipurpose dams, one of the 
first responsibilities we have—and I believe you will agree with me— 
s to see to it that this precious topsoil of ours is held where it belongs 
by proper soll conservation practices, such as proper terracing and 
eeding. Unless we do it, these dams will fill up with silt and within 
a comparatively few years will be of no value, neither for irrigation 
ior for hydroelectric power. 

So, I am insisting, and many other Members of Congress are insist 
ng today, along with you, that flood prevention and soil conservation 
be carried on at a more rapid rate in order that we may justify the 
expenditures that have been made for these great multipurpose dams 
and also justify making more appropriations such as you are asking 
tor here today. 

Do you agree with me on that ¢ 

Mr. Curtis. Mr. Chairman, I agree wholeheartedly with you. I 
think there are many sound arguments in favor of that. It will result 
in a program that will benefit all parts of the United States, and will 
be helpful everywhere. It will be particularly helpful in territories 
where great dams have been built. As you say, “otherwise, they are 
voing to fill up and their life’s usefulness will be greatly shortened.” 

Mr. Jensen. I cannot tell you what the committee will do. You 
have some quite large requests in the original budget for the projects 
in your district, and as well as in other districts of this nature, but 
| know, of course, as you say, a number of the projects in your district, 
such as this Frenchman-Cambridge and the Bartley diversion dams 
ire rapidly coming to completion, and my opinion is that in cases of 
that kind the committee will do what they feel is good busines and 
that is, to complete these projects so that revenue from them will 
start flowing into the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. Curtis. Mr. Chairman, I know that the Committee will do the 
ery best it can. I am aware of the big problem that you have in 
vour overall appropriations and the limitation which you must 
observe. 

Might I say, just for the record and for the benefit of the new 
members of this committe, as well as the new Members of Congress 
vho will be reading these hearings, the reason that we have had such 
\ big program of dam building in the Republican River Valley has 
been because of our severe floods, beginning in recent times with the 
1935 flood when the lives of 112 people were lost. We have had 
recurring floods and I believe it was in 1947 that we lost some 21 
nore people. 

The Congress has been very fair and generous, and back at the 
ime when you were chairman of this committee before, you were 
xtremely helpful to us. From that standpoint and from the stand 
oint of dams we have received good treatment. and now we want to. 











as soon as practicable, and within the limits of what this committee 
‘an do, get them finished so that they are productive projects. 

Mr. Jensen. How recently have lives been lost because of floods in 
the Republican Valley? 

Mr. Curtis. The last flood in which we lost 21 lives, I believe, was 
n 1947. 

Mr. JANnseEN. Since we closed the dams in the upper reaches of the 
Republican Valley, there has not been a life lost in that valley because 
of floods, is that right? 

Mr. Curtis. That is correct. Of course, you never can have absolute 
protection ; it would be too big a job and too great a cost to protect 
avery place from a flood, but the major threat has been taken care of. 
However, as in your country and every place else, we are still losing 
top soil. This is a problem that has to have some attention and I hope 
this appropriations subcommittee takes care of it. I think that, within 
the limits of what we have been spending in the agricultural program, 
we can do some more along the line of soil conservation and flood pre- 
vention that will meet with the approval of the farmers and the land 
owners back home. 

Mr. Jensen. The soil conservation commissioners have been very 
active in this valley-wide soil conservation program and in every 
watershed of the Middle West. We havea lot of people who are taking 
a great interest in the conservation of our soil. There are hundreds of 
thousands of these little watersheds—some of them 200 acres, 300, 400, 
500, and up to a thousand or 1,500 acres—and it is there that we must 
look for relief in this flood-prevention program, which, of course, is 
soil conservation, and it pays off the first year a farmer puts it into 
effect by a greater production of crops. Iam happy that we are going 
forward and that so many people are interested in that all- -important 
programs, us you people are I know. 

Mr. Curtis, we are happy to have had you here and we will treat 


your people in the manner that we feel is best for them and best for 
the Nation as a whole. 


Thank you very much. 
Mr. Curtis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 





Monpay, Marcu 16, 1953 
AvLaskKa Pusitic Works—Koprak 
WITNESSES 


HON. E. L. BARTLETT, DELEGATE, TERRITORY OF ALASKA 
LEE BETTINGER, MAYOR OF KODIAK, ALASKA 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. 

We have with us today, Mr. Lee Bettinger, mayor of Kodiak, Alaska, 
who is appearing before the committee with our good friend and col- 
league, Hon. E. L. Bartlett, Delegate from Alaska, who comes before 
this committee very frequently and gives us some extremely helpful 
information, on which we base our actions to a very great. degree. 

We are happy to have you here. I have been in that Territory some 
and I know you have problems. We would now be glad to listen to 
your statement, touching upon the problems that you have. 


Jv 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Berrincer. Mr. Chairman, my name is Lee Bettinger, mayor 
of Kodiak, Alaska. 

[am here in behalf of the city of Kodiak and the Kodiak [ndepend 
ent School District and the citizens of that area. 

We are concerned with the Al: iska public works appropriation. l 
feel that that is the greatest piece of legislation in many years that 
has been enacted for the benefit of Alaska. 

[ appeared before this committee last year on the same matter, and 
we received everything we asked for, and I appreciate it greatly. It 
has done a great de al to contribute to the welfare of Alaska. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say that the reason you got everything you 
asked for is because the members of the committee thought you were 
not asking for too much, and so I hope you will hold your request this 
year to that limit. Do not ask for too much. This committee gen 
erally takes action and sees to it that you do not get any more ths an 
you are entitled to. We hope, Mr. Bettinge or, that you will be as con- 
servative as you were last year, 

Mr. Berrincer. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. I have 4 proj 
ects, and I am only asking for 1 of them. 

It is difficult for those who have not been to Alaska to understand 
why we have this great need for re works. During the war years 
of World War II, the communities in Alaska were put to a great 
burden and it took every available resource to provide the facilities 
brought about by the impact of the war, but that impact was slight, 
compared with the postwar impact. 

The chief cause which has brought about this great demand for 
facilities and that brings in so much population is the defense effort, 
through people coming up in connection with the defense effort, and 
we retain a certain amount of them as permanent citizens. We are 
also creating some new industries that bring people in. Our growth 
is extremely rapid, and it would be much more rapid if we could pro 
vide the facilities that would keep the people there; that is, housing, 
water, lights, sewers, streets, schools, and all the other things people 
demand. 

If I may take a moment, I would like to cite just how serious this 
situation is and the magnitude of it. I would like to read you a small 
excerpt from Military Housing Construction in Alaska, a report from 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments, and it 
is dated December 30, 1952 

I believe that this year the Publie Works Committee is probably 
asking for something less than $25 million. We feel it is a very small 
sum and a very conservative sum. It does not begin to meet our needs. 
To show you how small that sum is, | would like to read you from this 
pamphlet which I just mentioned : 

For the post-World War II period, military construction presently accomplished 
or programed through fiscal year 1953 represents approximate outlays of $750 
million. Although ultimate requirements are uncertain, the district engineer 
estimates that an additional $400 million of work remains to be programed 
Thus the cost of the military-construction program in Alaska following World 
War II will exceed $1 billion. 

The district engineer placed the value of contracts in the 1952 construction 
season at $150 million and for the preceding construction season at $139 million. 
He estimated the available facilities and resources would permit the placement 











of some $200 million worth of contracts annually. Construction for the 1952 

ison involved about 90 contracts and 35 contractors. For the 1953 construc- 

tion peak an estimated 12,000 construction workers will be needed by contractors 
I ~ 


The postwar military housing program in Alaska (fiscal 1946 through fiscal 
1953) represents approximate outlays of $212 million, comprising $116 million 
for fam quarters, $20 million for bachelor officers’ quarters, and $76 million 
for enlisted men’s barracks and dormitories. A portion of the program is com- 
plete the remainder under construction or funded but not yet under contract. 

Family housing, the largest component of the program moneywise, is ap- 

oximately S57 million completed, $22 million under construction, and $37 mil- 
funded but not yet under contract. These outlays represent 2,496 family 
units completed, 977 under construction and 1,623 programed but not yet under 


mtract, a tota 


if 5,096 units. The Air Force has 2,513 and the Army 2,583 
of the total family units In terms of ultimate family-housing requirements for 
military personnel in Alaska, the 5,096 units represent probably 55 to 65 percent 
of the program 


SCIIOOL DISTRICT ELECTION ON PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. There is a budget recommendation for fiscal year 1954 
in this public-works item for Alaska of $13,725,000, which is divided 
among 21 municipalities. Kodiak Independent School District has 
an item in the budget of $600,000. 

As you know, the committee last year made a recommendation, or 
took the position that they would recommend no appropriation for 
such a program as this for any municipality, unless the people of the 
poli tical subdivi — had voted favor: ably, at a regalarty called elec- 
tion, to « — ily with the provisions under which these appropriations 
are made | Vv the Federal Government. 

As JI understand it. the Independent School District of Kodiak has 
not vet held such an election: is that right ¢ 

Mr. Berrincer. Mr. Chairman, I have here a copy of the election 
results, dated October 2, 1951: I have here a certificate of the bond 
election by the board, certifying that the election was held and what 
the vote was. Would you like it? 

Mr. Jensen. When was this held ? 

Mr. Berrincer. This was held October 2, 1951. 

Mr. Jensen. That fact has never been Coal to this committee 
to date. 

Mr. Berrincer. That is why I brought it with me, just in case. 

Mr. Jensen. The election has been held ? 

Mr. Bertincer. Yes, sir 

Mr. Jensen. And what was the outcome ? 

Mr. Berrincer. The total number of persons who voted was 212 
and 203 of said number of ballots were marked “Indebtedness— Yes.” 
In other words, there was a 94-percent “Yes,” which was overwhelm- 
ing and indicated that the people not only needed this facility, but 
that they are oe pay for 1 

I woul | be g] ad to furnish you ¥ ith these two documents. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, we will have to have them. 

The Director of Territories appeared before this committee just a 
few days ago and we were informed that such an election had not been 
eld il Kodiak. 

In order that I may clear up the statement that was previously made 
fo us Congressman Norrell. di d you underst: ind, when Mr. Davis 
appeared before the committee that there had been no election for this 
purpose at Kodiak ? 

Mr. Norre.! I unde rstood that wastrue 


Mr. JENSEN. Qt course, that Is beside the point. The Tact that 
' flicial statement from the Kodiak Independent School 
District, certifi ate ot bond election, (October Le WWD], and we will 
nsert that certificate in the record, together with election resolution 
No. 101, signed by Ivor A. Schott. superintendent of schools for the 
Kodiak Inc pe dent School District 

Phe matte referred to follow ) 


you have the Oo 








' 
\ re l hn providing for and calling a special bond els ioh to be held in é 
pendent School District of Kodiak, Alaska, on the iv of Octobe IY51 
ler authority of an act of Congress of July 24, 1946 in act of Congress 
\ugust 24, 1949 (Public Law 264, Sist Cong.), to sul o the duly qualified 
ector * said independent scho district, under said act of Congress, the 
position of incurring indebtedness in an amount not to exceed the im of 
SSOO,000  V nterest the hat 2 percent per annum, to purchase from the 
ted States and to pay the United State t such me or times as 1 \ 
illy agreed upon, a purchase price in the amount of $800,000 for said inde 
lel school district to perform the ligation s imposed by the United State 
connection with the purchase of said public works and to pledge the full faith 
redit of the Independent School District of Kodiak, Alaska, in payment of 
a ndebtednes and to issue general obligation bonds bearing interest il 
percent per annum, payable semiannually in payment for said project whicl 
| ibed as follows 
\ school building and equipment, and to declare an emergency 
Whereas the Independent School District of Kodiak Precinct, Alaska, is du 
horized under an act of Congre of July 24, 1946, and an act of Congress of 
August 24, 1949 (Public Law 264, Slst Cong.), to enter into an agreement to 
hase from the United States a school building and equipment provided pu 
lant to said act of Congress of August 24, 1949, to pay therefor a purchase price 
SS00,000; incur indebtedness and to pay interes thereon at the rate of 2 pe 
ent per annum; to issue general obligation bonds with interest at 2 percent pe 
um, payable semiannu: to levy taxes, to operate and maintain said publi 
vorks, and to perform the igations assumed under the agreement to purchase 
| 
Whereas the a f Col ess J 24 MG, } cle t ! 
lebtedpess shall be t] d pursuant ivo ( i ) 

f the q Lifie ‘ s of said indep ‘ Ol G t wao ime appeal 
the Inst tax a ent r | fo purpose tid Kodiak I 
pendent School Dis { At al le ! illed fon iat purp Now, therefore 

ho 1 
Orda 1h e Ko ] ] ) Scho DD ct of Kodial tlaska: 
Secrr 1. Tha special election be held in of Kodia he 2d 
October 1951 between the ours of S oc} I dT ot | 
it wl h ¢ tl there sh « ubmitte the au ( 
1 Kodiak Independent School D> ‘ ‘ ppear ol g 
SsTnel o the I t iid Kodia i i el { 
ho I) I ‘ he ! ( he f \ ) ) 

Shall the Kodiak Independent Scho {ist \ K r indebte 
hess tt sum of SSOO 000 the purpo ) quiring the f wing p 
work of a permanent nature; a school buildit and equipment, to b 
tructed by the United States of America a sold to the Kodiak Indepe 
School District Alaska, at iprice not il XCeS L SSOO.OOO, Sard indehbtednes 
to bear interest not exceeding 2 percent per annum he evidenced | 
project construction, and sales agreement betwee the Kodiak Independent 
School District and the United States and by general obligation onds 
interest thereon at the rate of 2 percent yp ») iyable s« lant illv, 
f the United States so requires, and in any event by a pledge of the full fait! 
and credit of the Kodiak Independent Sehool District, Alaska, all as provided 
by Resolution No. 101 of the Kodiak Independent School Dist1 passed ar 


ipproved the 11th day of September 1951 
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Sec. 2. The manner of conducting and holding the said election and the detail 
thereof, shall be in accordance with the requirements of laws and resolutions now 
n effect in said Kodiak Independent School District as to general or special elec 
tions where applicable or procedurally adaptable to special elections for the pur- 
pose of approving or rejecting the authorization of indebtedness and a proposed 
bond issue, except as hereinafter specifically otherwise provided. Each ballot 
shall set forth the above proposition, as set forth in section 1: 


Indebtedness Yes 
Indebtedness—No 


rogether with specific instructions as to the manner in which the ballot shall be 
marked 

Sec. 3. The Kodiak Independent School District shall be divided into one voting 
precinct which shall be designated “Kodiak Independent School Precinct.” Only 
those citizens shall be permitted to vote who have the qualifications prescribed 
by sections 57-38-44, 38-1-2. and 38-1-SACLA, whose names appear on the last 
assessment tax roll or record for independent school district taxation purposes 
{| Kodiak Independent School District, the same being that prepared for 
the calendar year 1951, and to duly register therefor 

SE« 1. The attorney of said Kodiak Independent School District shall issue 
and cause to be published at least once in each of the following: A public notice 


in salt 


f this special election, and shall post such notice in three conspicuous places 
in said Kodiak Independent School District, one of which shall be posted at the 
front door of the United States Post Office in Kodiak, Alaska, not less than 20 
days before said election, which notice shall state the time and place of voting 
the election specified, for the purpose thereof, and the qualifications of the per- 
sons entitled to vote thereat. The following places are hereby declared to be 
conspicuous places in the Kodiak Independent School District : 

United States Post Office. 

Bank of Kodiak. 

City Hall 

Sec. 5. That the clerk of said Kodiak Independent School District is directed, 

pon the passage of this resolution, to give public notice forthwith that the 
registration books will be open, and thereafter and until October 2, 1951, keep 
said book open, and register therein, all persons presenting themselves therein, 
all persons presenting themselves for registration during the hours prescribed 
by ordinances. That upon closing registration the clerk shall prepare and certify 
to the election officials a true and correct list of all qualified electors that have 
registered according to law and whose names appear on the tax assessment roll 
or record of said Kodiak Independent School District for independent school 
district taxation purposes prepared during the year 1951. 

Sec. 6. That the following-named persons are hereby appointed by the Kodiak 
Independent School District at this meeting to act as officers of said election, 
to wit: To act as judges: Mrs. Helen Hall, who shall also be the inspector, and 
Mrs. Vince Daley and Mrs. Eva Rochelle: and to act as clerks, Mrs. Agnes 
Crutcher and Mrs. Lovis Jackson. To act as alternate judge, Mrs. Emil Knud- 
sen, and to act as alternate clerk, Mrs. Dorothy Kriener; and to act as second 
alternate judge, Mrs. Jim Loan, and to act as second alternate clerk, Annie 
Anderson. Each of whom shall individually take the oath of office required, 
and file the same with the clerk prior to entering upon the duties of their office. 
That said judges and clerks of said election shall canvas the votes cast at said 
election, and shall prepare and file their returns of said election with clerk, 
stating in words and figures the number of votes cast for and against the propo- 
sition voted upon and, if the votes cast in the affirmative of said proposition be 
not less than 65 percent of the votes cast at such election, certifying that the 
proposition carried ; and if otherwise, then that the proposition failed. 

Sec. 7. That if said proposition is certified by the election officials as having 
received the required majority of votes qualified for approval and has regularly 
carried, then the said Kodiak Independent School District may in its discre 
tion authorize the execution of a project construction sales agreement, the incur- 
ring of indebtedness with interest thereon, payable at the rate of 2 percent 
per anum, sufficient to purchase the said school building and equipment, but 
not to exceed $800,000; issue said bonds of the Kodiak Independent School Dis 
trict in the amount not to exceed the sum of $800,000, the said bonds to be in the 
manner and form as by said Kodiak Independent School District may be pro- 
vided, and disposed at par to the United States of America at the rate of interest 


of 2 percent per annum, payable semiannually, time and method of maturity 
of the indebtedness and bonds to be agreed upon by said independent school 
district and the United States, the proceeds thereof to be used by the Kodiak 
Independent School District for the purpose of purchasing the school building 
and equipment; and emergency is hereby declared to exist; that the usual rules 
of procedure be suspended, and this resolution shall be read in full and again by 
its title and placed upon its final passage by the Kodiak Independent School Dis 
trict and approved by its president. 

Passed August 28, 1951. 

Approved August 28, 1951. 

A. HoLMES JOHNSON, President 
WILLIAM W. STONE, Clerk. 

I, Ivor A. Schott, superintendent of schools for the Kodiak Independent Schoo 
District, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Elec- 
tion Resolution No. 101, the original of which is on file with the records of said 
Kodiak Independent School District 


Ivor A. Scuotrr, Superintendent 





KODIAK INDEPENDENT ScHOOL DISTRICT 
CERTIFICATE OF BOND ELECTION 


October 2, 1951 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Third Division, Territory of Alaska: ss: 


We, the undersigned, judges and clerks, constituting the bond election board 
for the Kodiak Independent School District, do hereby certify that the accom 
panying bond election register constitutes a true and correct list of all the 
names of and all data required by law relative to all persons who voted or 
offered to vote at the bond election held at the city hall, Kodiak, Alaska, 


Oo! 
the 2d day of October 1951, and t 


hat the total number of persons voting thereat 
was 212, and that 203 of said total number of ballots cast were marked “Indebted 
ness—Yes,” and that 9 of said total number of ballots cast were marked “In 
debtedness—No.,” 

We further certify that the said bond election register tally books were kept 
and signed in duplicate 

Dated at Kodiak, Alaska, this 2d day of October 1951 


Clerks: Judges: 
AGNES F.. CRUTCHER, MARION DALY, 
LOVEIS JACKSON. Eva C. ROCHELLE, 


DoroTHy KREINER 
I, Ivor A, Schott, superintendent of schools, for the Kodiak Independent School 
District, hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of certificate 
of bond election, the original of which is on file with the records of said Kodiak 
Independent School District. 
Ivor A. ScHOTT, 
Superintendent 


| Mr. Jensen. Last year you received $346,000 in the 1953 budget ¢ 

Mr. Berrincer. Yes. 
| Mr. Jensen. In this 1954 budget you are asking for $600,000. Just 
how nearly will that complete the program that the Federal Govern- 


ment is interested in? 

Mr. Berrincer. That will complete it. 

Mr. Jensen. That will complete the school program / 

Mr. Berrtncer. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. JENSEN. In other words, you will not be in here next year ask 
ing for any money ? 

Mr. Berrincer. Not for the schols, but something else. 

Mr. Jensen. The amount that the people voted on was actually 
$800,000 was it not? 








Mr. Berrincer. Indebtedness, which is a program of $1,600,000; 
tisona DO 50 basis. 
Mr. Jensen. The Government w il] have made available, if you are 
illowed the full amount of $600,000 in the 1954 budget, a total of 
$949,000, which includes the $346,000 that was in the budget for 1953 7 
Mr. Berrincer. Mr. Chairman, this is the third unit We received 


? } 

illocation ll the pre ous veal Do you iave the record there ? 

Mi JENSEN. | ce ot ve the record of the previous vear mg 
\ , a 
We l vet it ll ust a 

Mr. Berrincer. But ot total 81,600,000. 

[r. JENSEN. Why ou tell me S1.600,00 
. : : : a i 

BETTINGER, | tis Ww t the allocation will be. but we only 
( 170! iT | eo) Dav ba if of it 
. : 
‘11 Ns ¥ : I t { \ 
vf ) 1 } } 
M ETTINGER. [he el ! held for the purpose of incurring 
eaness of SSOOQO00. whi meal Li program of S1GO00.00 
Af j ‘ é 4] } ] ’ 
Vi ‘ NSEN SO, VOU are Savihge te tha inder the law the Fed 
! ( ! ) y)t ( ] IvVappronpriate S1.H00 0000 4 

7 ' ‘ . 

I >] INGE] ! That right 


} l 


Mr. Berrincer. The tuatio ; to the need for these additional 


cilities is much greater than it was when we started the program. 
We have not o1 1\ had normal growth these past 2 years, but right 
vi nder construction the city of Kodiak are 354 houses in 1 
ract, und 3-bedrooi ouses, The Navy Is going to move personnel 
nto ft e hous Those houses will be completed this vear ana 

ther roing to be ereat additional burden on us. 
I \ i ke to cite yo ome figures her I would like to quote 
to ve rom a letter. signe by E ett R. Erickson, deputy commis 
of ed tion for the Territory of Alaska, directed to Dr. Paul 


The department of education is happy to transmit two copies of a letter fro 

Mr. Pa \. Duple1 em! ft Kodiak Sehe Board, requesting consideratio1 
of ft] United States Office of Education in the allocation of additional funds 

ucting a! ( t kK 

Mr. E1 son and I | e both ne f he lette ind the records in our 

e carefull I have n the facilities at Kodiak and the excellent use now 
them Wo Ihe e that t situation is as stated and that the impact 
| eral defense : ge] Kodiak is a fishing village with many native 

le s. foreed t erve as a por 1 shopping cents 1 large naval station 

I 1945. before the n tary dependents were brought to Alaska, the enroll 
el it Kodiak was 262 wi h 47 ere in high school The present enroll 
er 390, as stated Ir. Dupler, and with over 350 new 2- or 3-bed 

I units. the s l vi he desperate even with the new ele 


Buper. Do re e anv entitlements under Public Law 815 
UNDS ALLOTTED UNDER PUBLIC LAW 815 


Mr. Brerrincer. I have Public Law 815 here. I tried to obtain 
nds there and, as you know, Public Law 815 expired, and at that 


1] 


time we had an entitlement of $75,000. Now, we are going to use that 
entitlement in building another room into this same school structure, 
Phe naval base is only 6 miles from the town and they have students 
out there that go to school. They had an application in the Office 

Education for a high school and they were only given an entitle 
ment—let me correct these figures again. I said we had an entitle 


ment of $75,000, which I should have said the Kodiak inaaponem 
School District had an entitlement of $90,000, and the wg ak Naval 
Base had an entitlement of $75,000. Now, the Office of Education, 
the Te ara department of education and the Navy ‘De ‘partment 
are all in agreement that there should not be two high schools in a 
small area—small population—adjacent to each other and that we 
should pool our efforts to have one school and have it in the city 
where the most children are. That is what we are working toward 
now. The Office of Education is going to try to make this $75,000 
entitlement of the Navy available to us also. 

Mr. Buper. That is $165,000 that you need exclusive of the appro 
priation requested here ¢ 

Mr. Berrincer. That is right. That is all part of one school. I 
would like to show you the plan. Each part is allocated out as part 
of the overall program. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection the letter from the Independent 
School District to the Office of Education under date of January 25, 
1953, will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


JANUARY 15, 1953 
Dr. Paut T, JACKSON, 
Field Representative, United States Office of Education, 
Seattle 4, Wash. 

DEAR Str: The Kodiak Independent School District is now operating its school 
system with an enrollment of 390 to 400 students in all 12 grades. Of this number, 
more than 40 percent of the enrolled students are the children of naval personnel, 
or of civilian personnel employed at the Kodiak Naval Stations, Alaska. 

The facilities of the school district at the present time are grossly inadequate, 
and we have been informed that our facilities are by far the poorest of any dis 
trict in the Territory of Alaska, with the possible exception of Nenana. Our 
facilities consist of one main building which is old but structurally sound, con 
sisting of 8 classrooms, plus toilet, storage, and office space; 5 structurally un 
sound quonset huts which are entirely unsatisfactory for school purposes; 1 
converted house with 805 square feet of space; plus the Kodiak Community 
Center Hall which is temporarily being used for Classroom purposes. With the 
exception of the main building (which in itself is not entirely satisfactory as a 
school building), all of the facilities are poorly lighted, poorly heated, poorly 
ventilated, and constitute a fire hazard. 

To remedy this situation, the Kodiak Independent School District has con- 
tracted with Alaska Public Works, United States Department of the Interior, to 
construct a new grade school, adequate for our present requirements. This school 
is now under construction, and the expected date of completion will allow use of 
the new building for the school year 1953-54. Our future plans for construction 
include a multiservice room (which should be advertised for bid during February 
1953) and a high school. However, we have been unable to secure moneys to 
build our contemplated high school, and cannot foresee the reality of a high 
school before the school year 1956-57. It has been our intention, until our new 
high school is built, to use the old main building as high school quarters. It 
should be pointed out that in looking ahead, we have engaged a firm of architects 
to furnish plans for all of the building and contemplated building as mentioned 
above. We view an integrate school plant containing a grade schol, multiservice 
room, and high school all as one building. We now own the site for the entire 
structure, and have rreliminary plans drawn for our high school 
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This month the school board has been informed that a housing project is to be 
constructed within the school district, comprising 354 2- and 3-bedroom homes. 
These homes are needed to house additional Navy personnel and civilian em- 
ployees of the Navy, and the owners of the project have agreed with the De- 
partment of the Navy to reserve the tenancy of these houses for this purpose. 
Ground has already been moved for this project, and the builders inform the 
indersigned that the entire project will be ready for occupancy in September 
1953. This new situation has been discussed with Mr. Erickson, commissioner 
of education for the Territory, and with Dr. Novatney, the deputy commissioner. 
Dr. Novatney estimates that the new project will more than double our school 
enrollment It should be stressed in your considerations of this problem that 
the entire additional enrollment will be the children of Navy personnel, or of 
Department of the Navy employees, and that more than 40 percent of the present 
‘nrollment consists of the same type of students. 

The Kodiak Independent School District is now faced with the problem of 
providing classroom facilities for this tremendous impact of additional students 
in September 1953. The Board has spent a considerable amount of time 
wrestling with this problem, and can find only one solution. It is the opinion 
of the Board that if a high school, according to the design now in our possession, 
vere available, we could then use the old main building of the present school, 
plus the new grade school, for grade-school purposes, and the high school would 
be adequate for its purpose. However, the Kodiak Independent School District 
cannot, in the immediate future, undertake the building of such a structure as 
the contemplated high school, because of a lack of funds. 

It has come to the attention of the Board that high-school facilities are needed 
for the children of personnel on the Kodiak Naval Base, and that the United 
States Office of Education is considering or has considered the erection of a high 
school on the base. 

It is respectfully submitted by the Board that the erection of such a school on 
the Kodiak Naval Base would be improper for a multitude of reasons: 

(a) Such a plant would not satisfy the requirements of high-school children 
n Kodiak, and it would be necessary to erect a second high school, within 7 
miles, to serve the children within Kodiak. 

(b) This would entail approximately double the cost of construction, and 
would be economically unsound. 

(c) The operation of two high schools within close proximity of each other 
would lead to inefficient duplication of services such as superintendents and 
administrative personnel. 

(d) The operation of two such schools would be, from a physical standpoint, 
improper, and would cost a great deal more from the standpoint of depreciation, 
maintenance, and general cost of operation. 

(e) The operation of 2 such schools would be much more costly from the stand- 
point of teaching staff (e. g—I1 teacher instructing 10 students -in algebra 
in each school, whereas 1 teacher could easily teach 20 students from both areas). 

(f) By consolidating the 2 contemplated schools better facilities can be offered 
all of the students for a much smaller sum than the cost of the two schools, 

(g) The school plant new being built by the Alaska Public Works for the 
Kodiak Independent School District already includes heating plant facilities 
sufficient to service the proposed connected high school, so that the erection 
if a high school in Kodiak would be less expensive because this costly necessity 
would already be furnished. 

(h) The school plant now being built by the Alaska Public Works for the 
Kodiak Independent School District already includes central service facilities 
such as janitor rooms, supply rooms, administrative areas, etc., so that the 
erection of the proposed connected new high school in Kodiak will cost con- 
siderably less than the erection of a new complete plant on the base. 

Because of the above, it is respectfully requested by the board of the Kodiak 
Independent School District that the United States Department of Education 
reconsider its prospective plans to build a high school on the Kodiak Naval 
Base and that the high school be instead built as a coordinated unit of the 
Kodiak Independent School District. When this is done, the Kodiak Inde- 
pendent School District will be able to offer high school facilities to the children 
n the naval base, and also offer adequate facilities to all of the students within 
ts own district, three-fourths of whom may be defense impact children. 

Che board will, of course, be happy to extend any further information which 
your department may require, and will cooperate with your office to the limit 
f its abilities to effectuate the above. 
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By direction of Kodiak Independent School District Board 
Respectfully submitted 
PauL A. Dupier, Vember of Board 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Bartlett, do you have anything you would like to 
say in this connection 4 

Mr. Barrierr. I should like to make a general statement after 
Mayor Bettinger has concluded, Mr. Chairman, about the Interior De 
partment budgetary request in general. 


POTAL ALLOTMENTS TO DATI 


Mr. JeENsEN. The amount that was in the 1952 budget for Kodiak 
ippears to be $800,000. Did you receive that much? 

Mr. Berrincer. No. 

Mr. Jensen. How much did you receive ? 

Mr. Berrincer. I am sorry; I do not have the figure available. 

Mr. Jensen. If you did receive $800,000 in 1952, and $346,000 in 
the 1953 budget, added to this $600,000 which is in the budget for 
1954 the total would be $1,746,000 which would be a greater sum than 
has been allocated for Kodiak in the amount of the difference between 
$1,600,000 and $1,746,000. 

Mr. Berrincer. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. JENSEN. Which would be $146,000 above the amount which has 
been allocated to Kodiak. 

Mr. Berrincer. Yes, sir. In other words, we would be exceeding 
the amount ratified by the election by $73,000. 

Mr. Jensen. You do not know how much you got in the fiscal year 
1952 ¢ 

Mr. Berrincer. I do not have that figure with me; no. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, we will have to learn what that figure is 
before we mark up the bill, and then act accordingly. 

Mr. Berrincer. It seems to me it was considerably less than that. 

Mr. JENsEN. You say it seems to you that it was considerably less 
than $800,000 ? 

Mr. Berrincer. Yes. Do you have the other allocations there that 
year for the city of Kodiak ? 

Mr. Jensen. Here we have the justifications for this public works 
construction program for the fiscal year 1952, and I see that $800,000 
was recommended by the budget for Kodiak school facilities, which 
is included in the grand total “of $9,500,000 for that year. Congress 
that year appropriated $8 million for this public works er peat tion 
program in Alaska, making a reduction of $1,500,000. If it was re 
duced proportionately it fog be not quite 19 percent, va so, 19 
percent of $800,000 would be $157,000, approximately. So, taking 
$157,000 from $166,000 you would still have a little credit in the 
amount of about $9,000. 

Mr. Berrincer. I think you will find that we are about right. 

Mr. Jensen. Unless I am badly mistaken you have done a little 
sharp-pencil figuring. 

Mr. Berrincer. No; it just happened to work out that way. 

Mr. Jensen. It just happened to work out that way ? 

Mr. Berrincrer. Yes. On ne same list there what do you have 
for the city of Kodiak that year for water and sewer 4 
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Mr. Jensen. You did not have that in the 1952 budget, according 
to the budget request. You got $661,000 in the 1953 budget for the 
city. It appears that you still are within your allotted limit in ask 
ine for the $600,000. 

Mr. Berrrncer. I am sure that we are. We have also furnished 
a list of public works with the necessary engineering and architec- 
tural material, and we have specified the fact as to our financial 
ability to repay this money. 

I am prepared to answer any questions as to our ability to pay it 
or the financial condition of the city. or any question you have to 
ask. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, that is the responsibility of the governing 
body of the city of Kodiak. and the governing body of the school dis- 
trict at the expense of the taxpayers who match funds with the Fed- 
eral Government in this instance. 

Mr. Berrincer. I know there has been a question at times as to 
whether some of these applicants can ever pay back the 50 percent, 
but we have proved that we have the ability to handle that obliga- 
tion. 

Mr. Jensen. If we did not think you had we would probably not 
appropriate a dime. 

Mr. Berrincer. We operate within our budget regularly. We are 
in good shape financially. 


STEPS IN CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Mr. Buper. Tell me a little bit about how this school building gets 
together. You had some $700,000 in 1952, then you got $346,000 in 
1953, and then you are going to put on $165,000 in 1954. 

Mr. Berrincer. If we get it. 

Mr. Buper. You are just adding one step onto another ? 

Mr. Berrrncer. That is right. At the present time we have under 
construction the first unit, the grammar school. 

Mr. Buper. Do you get funds from any place except appropria- 
tions made by this subecommitee or Public Law 815 ? 

Mr. Brrrincer. No, sir; we have never received anything from that 
law yet; but we are still hoping to get it. Here is the unit from the 
first appropriation; here is the unit from the second appropriation, 
here is the unit we are asking for now, and here is the unit we will 
build if we get the money from the Office of Education. It is all one 
building. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. Do you want to say anything at this point, Mr. 
Bartlett ? 

Mr. Barrietr. Not necessarily. 

Mr. Jensen. You approve of what has been said by Mr. Bettinger ? 

Mr. Bartterr. Absolutely. 

Mr. JeNseN. Would you say that for the record ? 

Mr. Bartierr. I trust the committee will allow the public works 
appropriation request. I can say from my own knowledge that the 
work is needed to be done at Kodiak, and that that which has been 
performed heretofore as a consequence of this committee’s action has 
been most helpful in that expanding community which is served so 
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excellently by the incumbent mayor, Mr. Bettinger, who has just 
ippeared before you, and who has been mayor there for seven terms 
Mr. Jensen. That is a fine recommendation for a mavor, being 
that close to the people. 
Mr. Betrincer. Yes, sit 


Monpbay, Marcu 16, 195 
CONTROL OF THE Sea LAMPREY IN THE GREAT LAKES 


WITNESS 


HON. VICTOR A. KNOX, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. JENsEeN. We are pleased to have Congressman Victor Knox, of 
Michigan, before the committee at this time, who has a_ problen 
concerning the sea lamprey in the Great Lakes. 

Mr. Knox, we had the Fish and Wildlife Service before the con 
mittee the other day, and they showed us a short movie about the 
sea lamprey. 

They put a screen up in this committee room, which is quite out 
of the ordinary, but because of this terrific problem that you have 
with the sea lamprey in the Great Lakes we a it was right and 
proper that we should see the story as well as hear the story. S« 
we are glad to have you with us tod: ay to tell us what you would lik 
ss akaal the sea lamprey problem. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Knox. Well, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
| fully appreciate that, and I certainly do not have all of the factual 
information that the Fish and Wildlife Service would have becauss 

of the investigations that they have made in the past and thei 
programing of the entire program to try to bring about some control. 

However, I have been in contact with the Fish and Wildlife Service 
and also with the Conservation Department of Michigan, and I also 
have talked pe rsoni ally with the public- -relations re present: itive of the 
commercial fishing indus stry. I asked these gentlemen in a meeting 
L had in my office a few days : ago, as to whether or not they felt there 
was some obligation on the States that the Great Lakes surround. 
or are contiguous to, and they came to the point where they agreed 
that there is some re sponsibility on them. 

Now, we do have in the Great Lakes, of course, sea trolling cruisers 
that alee parties out from all over the Nation, parties who come up 
there to hire a person with a cruiser, and they go out and troll b 
the day. I do not know what they pay them, probably $50 or $75 
aday. It has become somewhat of a sportsmen’s paradise along with 
the commercial fishing industry. 

We have found that Lake Michigan and Lake Huron are practically 
dep leted of any lake trout. 

The figwes I have, show that in 1944 almost 6 million pounds were 
produced in Lake Michigan, and in 1951 only 11,000 pounds. 

304883—53—pt. 4——-2 
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The Conservation Department, from what I was informed, state 
hat their records show that only 250 pounds were taken last year in 
Lake Michigan. So, you can see what has hap ypened to the lake trout 
population in Lake Michigan and in Lake Huron. The lampreys have 
now gone into Lake eberiee:. 

Of course, the members of the fishing industry are possibly unduly 
alarmed, and to some extent possibly magnify those particular losses 
from the | lamprey to a greater e xtent than it is, and that is quite normal 


n an industry of that type. Just as oftentimes we meet with the 
farmer and he feels that he is greatly discriminated against, or more 
discriminated against than he actually is. At the same time it isa 


terrific problem, and we know what the sea lamprey has done in Lake 
Michigan and Lake Huron. The big problem now, I feel, is to en- 
deavor to control it. 

I do not think you are going to exterminate the sea lamprey in Lake 
Superior or in the other Lakes, but I think we can control it to a 
point where we will be able to live with it. 


\PPROPRIATIONS TO DATE 


lo say that we could go out and destroy every sea lamprey and that 
we would never have the sea lamprey again, I think would be out of 
this world, and I do not make such a statement because I do not think 
it can happen. However, I do believe that there can be a lot done 
to control it. We have spent $1,200,000 already. 
Mr. Jensen. From whom did you get that? 
Mr. Knox. The Federal Government has appropriated $1,200,000 
to control the sea lamprey. 
Mr. Jensen. Over what period of time? 
Mr. Knox. Over a period of 4 years, including this year’s ap 
propriation, 1953. 
Mr. Jensen. Which is how much? 
Mr. Knox. $441,100. 
Mr. Knox. Would you like these other figures for the appropria- 
tions that have been made? 
Mr. Jensen. Yes, go ahead; put them in the record. 
Mr. Knox. In 1952, $348,985; in 1951, $198,529; and in 1950, $259,- 
YS5. 
Mr. Jensen. Along with the request this year. 
Mr. ‘panes I do not know what the request was this year; they did 
not give me the amount epee this year. 
Mr. JENSEN. $144.1: 
Mr. Kwox. That is the budget recommendation, it is not ? 
Mr. Jensen. That is right. 
Mr. Kwox. I do not have the amount the Fish and Wildlife Service 
requested for this partic ular purpose. What has happened with this 
ippropriation so far has not resulted in too much control. The money 
has been used for setting up the devices for control. 
Mr. Jensen. By the way, there was provided for this sea lamprey 
control in a supplemental for 1953 the amount of $240,000 also. 
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ACCOMPLISHMENTS TO DATI 


Mr. Knox. I did not have that figure. 

Chis money has been used for the construction of a research vessel, 
the C2sco, designed especially for work on the Great Lakes. 

The accumulation of detailed information on the life history and 
behavior of the sea lamprey 

Discovery of three weak links in the life of the lamprey in which 
it is vulnerable to attack by man; 

The development of economically feasible control procedures and 
devices —w, to prevent re production of that parasite ; 

The testing of devices under field conditions to insure its pra 
ticability ; 

A start at actual control through installation, now in progress, or 
control structures in known and potential sea lamprey spawning 
streams along the entire Michigan shore of Lake Superior; and 

Progress in a search for a selective toxicant to destroy lamprey 
larvae in streams. 

In questioning two men, Dr. Hile and Dr. Moffett, from the Uni 
versity of Michigan, who have connections here with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, they informed me that they must set up these de- 
vices in and on Lake Superior if they are going to be able to start 
in on their control program. 

Mr. Jensen. Tell us about the devices you are speaking of. 

Mr. Knox. They have used this electric-shock device to some extent, 
but they found when they were right in the period of using it that 
the current went off for some 3 or 4 days and, of course, then the 
device was not operating, so they lost that particular period of actu 
ally determining what results came from that electric-shock device. 
They have then this device, which is called a weir, to keep the lamprey 
eel from going up into the rivers to spawn. They must go into the 
rivers to spawn, and after they spawn it takes approximately 4 years 
for the young lamprey to grow to 5 or 6 inches in length, when they 
start to drift with the spring flood to the deeper water where they 
go into the Great Lakes. Here they grow to maturity, which takes 
about 2 years, and that is when they do their damage. After that 
2-year period is over they start bac k in again to spawn and after 
ward die. It no longer is a menace to the fish population, but it has 
a great hoard of young that have matured to sufficient size and gone 
out and started to attach themselves to the fish population. 

Mr. Jensen. They fasten themselves onto the fish and suck the 
lifeblood out of the fish? 

Mr. Knox. Yes, sir; that is right. 

In their experiments so far where they have taken trout and put 
them in captivity and put the sea lamprey in the tank with them, 
the sea lamprey immediately attaches himself to the fish. The fish 
will live all of the way from 4 to 11 hours. 

They have placed rocks and other things that would be in the 
natural habitat where the fish would be in the lake so as to find out 
just what results would come from the operations of that particular 
fish after he had been attacked, and the fish will swim continuously 
down over the rocks to try to rub the lamprey off. 

In their experiments ‘they have found that the la mprey is very 
successful in retaining its hold upon the fish. But that is not alto- 
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gether true in the Great Lakes, because in the commercial fishing 
industry they have taken fish from their nets with raw sores on them, 

hich was indicative of the fact that the fish had been attacked by 
the lamprey which left that particular fish, and then there are these 
other old scars on the fish W hich, of course, are not salk ib le fis h. They 
reap no harvest from them, but they continue to deplete them. 

You have seen these pictures. I believe, have you not? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

How much was the Department’s request for this item ¢ 

Mr. Kwox. That is something I cannot answer. They gave me 
the Budget Bureau’s recommendation. How much it would decline 
or increase over the amount for 1953 I am unable to say. 


CONTRIBUTIONS TO PROGRAMS BY STATE AND LOCAL INTERESTS 


Mr. Jensen. What is the fishing industry doing in this respect ? 

Mr. Knox. I do not believe that they have done one thing. How- 
ever, their public-relations man, who was in my office with the group 
from Michigan, and also a group from the Fish and Wildlife Service 
here, indicated that they are willing to attempt to bring about a 
2-cent-a pound tax on the take of lake trout in the Great Lakes in 
order to use that money, or have it dedicated for the control of the sea 
lamprey. 

I have also advocated to them that I felt that the Michigan Con- 
servation Department would be justified in making an appropriation 
from their fish and wildlife fund, which is an earmarked fund, for 
restocking purposes, and so forth, as far as fish are concerned. 

I think that there is great justifie ation for it because of the so-called 
rod and reel men or sportsmen who fish in the Great Lakes. We have, 
over a period of time, dedicated certain areas in the Great Lakes and 
connecting areas for sportsmen’s fishing where commercial fishing is 
not. permitted. 

Mr. Jensen. There are certain kinds of fish that the sea lamprey 
does not attack in the Great Lakes; are there not ? 

Mr. Knox. Well, apparently, they prefer the lake trout. 

Now, they have attacked, of course, the whitefish, and they had a 
preference for the so-called lawyer, which is a fish that has not ever 
heen commercialized as it is a soft fish. They are practically extinet 
today, and we used to have them in abundance. 

The big problem confronting us, I think, is the fact that the lamprey 
will, by virtue of his attacks, eliminate all of the lake trout and then 
eliminate the whitefish or any of the other species of fish. They have 
been known to attack, also, the brook trout that come out into the 
mouths of the streams that feed the Great Lakes, and also our perch 

and our bass have been attacked by the lamprey. I imagine they will 
still have to have food after the trout are no longer existing in the 
waters of the lakes, and that they then will attack some other species of 
fish. 

Mr. Jensen. It is very natural that this committee and the Members 
of Congress, who represent all of the taxpayers would expect that the 
people who are most directly interested in this problem make every 
effort they can to extinguish this menace, and so, without a doubt, the 
committee will insist that the States, the industry and the sportsmen 


19 


also contribute to this fund, to eradicate this menace from the Great 
Lakes. 

I think it would be proper and very helpful, Mr. Knox, if we could 
receive a letter from the State conservation association in the area, o1 
the fish and wildlife association, as to v hat they expect to do 

Mr. Knox. Yes 

Mr. Jnnsen. Because if it were true that they were not too greatly 


interested in this problem, then, certainly, it would have some effect o1 


whether or not this co nilttee would he liber lina propriating mo 
ol very conservat ve, soto peak, 

Mr. Knox. I feel very much the same as you do, Mr. Chairman 
and I feel that here are obligation on the State level and also o 
the commercial fishing industry to participate in this particular pro 
ect I am one who ror economy, md ! hop that vou do ot think 
Lam appearing ele AS ¢ e who wantstospe d moi Vv. 

Mr. JENSEN. No 


Mr. KNox. Because I have been 16 years ! the Michigat Legislature 


id have bes ome hat economy-minded 
Mr. Jensen. Yes, I know that to be a fact. a d that is why I do not 
hesitate to make this recommendation that vou ask the official { 


States and those who represent the fishing industry and the wildlife 
groups to @ive us a letter as to the part thev are willing to plery 1 
meeting this problem 

Mr. Knox. I talked on that particular subject to Mr. Westerman of 
| ; he conservation department In Michigan, and he 


the fish division of t 
. that the State does have some obligation and also Wis 


1 


said, I thin oO 
consti. M nhesota, and Oh val a these other States that border po 
our Great Lakes 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Mr. Knox. The unfortunate part of it is that it is something that 
cannot happen ina year as far as participation and setting up the pro 
gram is concerned, because it takes action by all of these leoislatures 
in order to vet Michigan and the other States cooperating onamate! 
ing program with the Federal Government. 

Mr. Jensen. Your national conservation associations should be 
come interested in this problem, and no doubt thev are 

Mr. IKNOX, such as the [Izaak Walton League incl vout sports} 


association. and so forth. 


Mr. JENSEN. Ye If thev would take it unon themselves to asce) 
tain what the respective States that are adjacent to the Great Lak 
contemplate in the wav of cooperation in this field I think it w ld 
be of val e to tl » committee. 


Mr. IN‘ ms Oh, ves, l agree with you 
Mr. Jensen. Because, as vou well know, unless the people who are 


directly intere ted in this. show an in lination to find tl money to 
eliminate this sea lan prey menace, then. certainly the people of the 
other States would feel that a contribution from their tax doll 


ars 
would not be i stified. So. ] certainly would suggest that you do 
find out from the respective States that are affected just what their 
attitude is and also find out from the wildlife organizations what 
they will do. 

Mr. Kwox. I assure you that I will contact the Michigan Conserva 
tion Department and request also that they contact the other States 
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bordering on the Great Lakes to try to determine some program of 
responsibility oe assisting the Federal appropriation for the extermi- 
ition of the se: i lampre} Vy. 
There is one “th ink that I think we should give serious considera 
on to and that is our investment of $1,200,000. If we practically 
delete the program we can get a very serious setback in the work 
that has already been done. I can assure you of this as coming from 
State government, that it is impossible this year to work this thing 
» so that it is voing to be in effect for 1954. “My chief concern is to 
try to continue to some solution here so that we will not let this 
program go by the boards to the point where we are going to lose al] 
f these investments that have been made already. 


if k we are all interested in this regardless of whether we live 
Florida, the northern part of Michigan, or wherever we live. It 
s part of ow itural resources, and one of the oreatest natural re 
ources we have is the Great L akes fishing industry, along with the 


right of people to fish there with rod and reel. I do not think that I 
have to any great t de orTree added to the t testimony civen by the repre- 
sentatives of the Fish and Wildlife oe rvice on this subject: however. 
I do trust that my comments will stress again the seriousness of the 
lamage being done by the |] ampre) \ oe and the necessity for the contin 
on of the program how being con 1ducted. 
Mr. Jensen. I am sure that vou have, a the point is that eve: 


1 


though een might see fit to appropriate even more than the 


budget request, we will, without doubt, not ap vealed late enough money 
to really put on a war that should be put on against this terri ible 
enace 


So, it seems to me the States affected and the wildlife associations 
in the respective States should contribute. If they will contribute to 
this fund along with the Federal Government, and possibly the fishing 
ndustry that operates on the Great Lakes—and certainly they should 
contribute as much as they can—we could then put ona real fight. 
Possibly there could be $700,000 to $800,000 a year contributed by the 
different States, organizations, and the Federal Government. We 
ould bring this menace under control to the point where your fishing 
industry would again profit on the Great Lakes. It is just one of 
these things, as I see it, that is going to take quite a little effort and 
quite a little money and a whole lot of scientific research before it is 
licked. 

Mr. Kn: ei han k you for the time, Mr. Chairman, and I assure 
vou Iw ill be in contact with the Great Lakes fishery industry and the 
Mich igan State Conservation Department with the request that they 
ntercede in behalf of Wisconsin, Ohio, and Minnesota to see if they 
will not join with us in this terrifie fight to control the sea lampreys 
for us. 

I would like to say that we could exterminate them, but from every- 

ng I can lean that is pra tically impossible. If we control them. 

e will at least have gained a foothold. I will keep you informed of 

vy comm nications that ] receive 

Mr. Norrecu. Did you see a television show regarding the matter 
ibout i Wee k ago / 
Mr. Knox. No: I did not. 

Mr. Norrevyu. I saw it. Until that time I did not know there was 
such a pest. The television show showed the great industry that 
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you had on the lakes prior to the time that sea lampreys came along; 
it showed the operations of the sea lampreys, and it showed the situa 
tion in the industry as it is today. I immediately became interested 
in trying to do something about it. I want to say frankly, if there 
is any way in the world the Fish and Wildlife Service can do the 
job, they ought to be authorized to do it and given enough money 
to doit. Iam sympathetic to your cause. 

Do they hold out any hope to you that they actl ally can eliminate 
this pest ¢ 

Mr. Kwox. As far as they have gone with then experiments, yes; 
they do. However, during one of the main experiments that they 
were putting on with the shock treatment, the current was cut off 
through a critical pe riod of 3 or 4 days, and it was difficult to dete 
mine, just what the shock treatment did in that particular strean 


What other devices are being worked up, as far as control is con 
cerned, are not known to me today. I believe, as they make their 
investigations, that will determine new ways of controlling the sea 
lamprey. 

\ 


Vith the new boat that they have, the (7sco, they want to try to 
determine the habitat of the eel in its early stages—where it roam 
They do that by trolling baskets down 50 to 100 feet, and then find 
out what they have in it. They believe, by doing that, they are going 
to be able to determine the ways of replenishing Lake Huron. ‘They 
are greatly disturbed over that lake. The main thing now is to con 
trol Lake Superior so that we will not lose all the lake trout in that 
particular lake, because we have lost them in Michigan and Lake 
Huron. 

Mr. Norreti. 1 want to assure you that. as far as I am concerned, 
1 am very much in favor of doing anything we can to rid you of the 
pests. Anyone that saw the television show the other night would 
feel the same way. It isa terrible thing. 

Mr. IKNox. My thinking on it today is if we can just keep the pro 
eram intaet, so it will continue to operate ¢ nd not go into any great 
organization this particular year, then we will work on the States 
and the fishing industry to see if we cannot get them to participate 
with the Federal Government on control. 

Mr. Norretu. I am sure that this committee will do all it can to 
assist you. 

Mr. Knox. I appreciate your statement immensely. 


Monpbay, Marcu 16, 1953. 
Trust TERRITORY OF THE PactFic ISLANDS 
WITNESSES 


FRANK E. MIDKIFF, HIGH COMMISSIONER OF THE TRUST TERRI- 
TORY 
JAMES McCONNELL, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 


Mr. Jensen. We have before the committee Mr. Frank E. Midkiff, 
who has been recently appointed High Commissioner of the Trust 
Islands. He has brought along with him Mr. McConnell, the Deputy 
High Commissioner, who has served for quite some time with former 
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r Thomas. who was Commissioner of the Trust Islands. He 
wavy recently. 
Midlatff wa itroduced t e this morning by Delegate Far 
f Hawaii, who has known Mr. Midkiff for many, many years. 
e Mr. Midkiff a e recommendation. 


NL iff, vou are a stra vel to the members of this committee 
\ tol rer. e always ask a ma who has bee appointed 
gh pos tio} the Interior Department to vive is a short 
Ol s past life ithe t os That he has done We do that 
iv penenht a wel] or the people who hke to know who then 
“ery rits Reem ‘ cit i | i it il { _ 

ty pre ( 


BACKGROUND ¢ HIGH ¢ MMISSIONEI 


Vink Thank ve ery much, Mr. Jensen 
sed TO i\ pportul ty to meet Mr. Jensen this morn 


1 > 
yrs ite vO \ ‘ : } nance to Lippe il before you 
: ~s i * 


born u Anna, 11] , the so ithern part of I}lino S. My early 
was there. I graduated from Colgate University at Ham 
nd I went to Hawaii in 1913 to coach football, base 


! kethball. mid \ ous Sports, ma to do some teaching there 


the Kirst World Way I had been in the National Guard. 
tain of infantry during the First World War. 


t I hae }1 vears in the lumber and build he material 
iwa Phe I became president of the Kamehameha 
=. Those are the schools for the native children. Hawaiian and 


wallan, endowed and carried on by the estate of Bernice 
Bis p, the la of the line of the Kamehamehas. I served 


ll years as pres dent of those schools, and then I became a 





oT the B ioOp estate, the endowment ot the chools. and the 
M se@ulhn ana t] e ( harles R. Bishop rrust. | also have been 


ted with a great many civil activities, serving on committees 


rerritol i Yove ment, ind of t e@ mavor of Honol il i, and 
er ( mn I was president of the chamber of 

| j l qd retary of Various 

{ { na qing the presiad ey of th ~Oura of 

f the Bishop M which is vel sich interested in the 

a ( e Of Pacif ( lso I have been president 
Barstow I lation for American Samoans since 1932. I have 
» Samoa many t f [ have be rie quite well acquainted with 
} eand the Samoans Polynesians) anad ma \ others 


ve col o H Wi from the islands of the Pacific. I have 
vk 1 fead rural life improve ent ! Hawatli. ho 


ved peo} Ol itive stock as well as of othe rraces. 
ve never been through the trust territory itself. but I have 
lands | ing’ on the fringe miadry time 5. Possibly those are 
ef things about my qualifications for this work. TI am very 
terested in the native people of the Pacific, and regard it as 


opportunity to help these people work toward ultimate self 


ment and to improve their economic condition. 


Mr. JENSEN. You | have h: id conside rable association —— con 
tacts with business associations with the er of that area? 

Mr. Minxirr. Yes. I have been in business in Hawaii a I have 
heen the pre ssident of the chamber of commerce ‘aad active on many 
businessmen’s committees. 

Mr. Jensen. We are very glad you are here. The committee will 
no doubt ask you some questions. On my left is Dr. Fenton and Mr. 
Budge. On my right are Mr. Kirwan and Mr. Norrell. 

Now, Mr. Midkiff, as vou know, Mr. McConnell, your assistant, came 
before the committee a few days ago, at which time he testified to 
a number of things, and we went over the budget request with him. 
{ do not suppose vou have had sufficient time yet to go into the budget 
requests to any great degree, but I would like to ask you now if 
vou have made any study of the budget request as it comes before us, 
and if there are any items in that budget that you would like to 
speak on. 





HISTORY OF MICRONESIA 


Mr. Mipxirr. Thank you. I have made some study of it over the 
weekend. Mr. McConnell gave me the budget figures and I dis 
cussed the items with him somewhat, but I am not very well posted on 
them vet. He would be in a better position to answer questions about 
the det: ils than I. 

As I understand this job, we are trying ultimately to bring these 
people to self-government. They have governed themselves for gen- 
erations, but in their little isol: ated spheres, without any contacts with 
the great nations that they are confronted with these days. For 
generations they have had the wisdom to manage their own affairs. 
They have done it. However, new problems have arisen. They have 
been inundated in turn by the Spaniards, the Germans, and the Japa 
nese. There was the long preparation for war when they were en 
tirely shut off except from Japan. Then they were inundated by 
the Great World War and subjected to the bombings and the pro 
cedures of retaking the island from the Japanese. Later, they went 
under naval military government and naval oecupied-territory gov- 
ernment, and now they are back to Interior. 

Mr. Jensen. Under the United States. 

Mr. Mipkirr. Yes. They have had all those new problems put 
on them. 


PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 


Il am informed by the people who have been out there that the y are 
now oe hopeful ibout their present and future relationship with 
the United States. There were some that had prosperity under the 
Japanese. It was quite substantial for certain individuals with the 
many business firms that the Japanese had going, so many of the 
natives had some good connections, and a few of them may be found 
who prefer the Japan setup. On the whole, however, they are very 
happy indeed that they are under America, and look forward to co 
tinued connections with America, as ultimate ‘ly we wish to lead them 
toward self-government under these new conditions they are col 
fronted with, as required in article 6 of the trustee agreement, give 


them counsel and such help as may be hecessary to Improve the 


t 
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health so they can work themselves out of a lot of serious problems 
and ultimate Ty we work ourselves out of a job. That is going. to take 
time. How long I do not know, but many years. 

[f we have something to shoot at along that line and set for ourselves 
i reasonable goal, after carefully thinking it over, we can make prog- 
ress toward that end. I think these people are going to want to have 
an adjustment to what might be called an American way of life. They 
have had such contacts as have implanted deep-seated desires for it. 

I was in Samoa before the war and saw how things were there. 
Then came the war and a division of Marines moved in amongst the 
17,000 Americans in Samoa, and a greatly augmented naval statf, and 

in the period of the war years they inevitably must have made a great 
difference among the Samoans. When the Marines and the Navy 
pulled out, the Samoans had some difficulty readjusting themselves. 
They are still having difficulties; but they began to work back to their 
subsistence economy “and get back to their old w ays as well as possible. 

When a ship was sent there to take the dependents of the Navy and 
Marine Corps, about 900 of the Samoans came to Hawaii. I think 
that indicates a desire. Those are just basic observations. 

[ should think one of our chief problems is to give them wise counsel 
and to prevent undue haste. If they are going to make these changes 
we should try to make them sound and wise and safe, and at the same 
time kee fh it so they can adjust themselves either to their present copra 
economy or to something that may be added to it in the way of new 
crops, or new activities, handicrafts, and so forth. 

Those are services that we can render. They do expect guidance 
and help, and that means for some time we shall have to have living 
among them « competent sti ateside } ersonnel. 

The main thing is to get good a n and women as our employees— 
quality rather than quantity, to prevent from going and living there 
persons who are not well adapted to set a good example among the 
natives. I believe that no good person can be expected to go down 
there to serve and live native style unless he has an assurance that he 

can live without getting filariasis from the mosquito bites at night and 
being beset by rats and the fleas that go with them, by intestinal para- 
sites from poor sanitation, and so forth. He must be assured that 
his children will have good, sound schooling and that health services 
will be available. 

Under those conditions we can afford to give well-selected people 
good training before sending them there so they will know what they 
are going to do, so they will have a respect for those people, and then 
we can expect them to stay a good, long period of time, so when they 
get acquainted with the people and know their ways we can have con- 
tinuity in the service. 

I think that means budgetwise we have to carry on somewhat as 
we have been carrying on in reference to regular operating expenses. 


CONSTRUCTION 


With regard to the war huts and construction that is there, I expect, 
not having seen it, that it has about served its day. It is about 
obsolete. It is where the expense of rehabilitating it would exceed the 
cost of building some simple permanent structures. Not too many 
of them, but the main items in the budget are for the construction of 
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suitable wharves so that they can get larger draft ships in there, and 
so they will be able to put up warehouses. Then they will be able to 
assemble the copra in 3 or 4 different places in the trust territory and 
haul it directly to market without storing and reshipping at Guam, 
which runs the cost up $20 to $30 a ton. 

Those would be the main items of construction. 

There is one item for the building of new headquarters for the High 
Commissioner which is listed in here at $600,000 for ae year. That 
item should, I think, be postponed. We can make a careful study 
and go into the subject of the location of headquarters er the High 
Commissioner at a later date. In the meantime, we can postpone any 
construction of that sort. 

It would be wise, it seems to me, to build some simple permanent 
residences, and to be sure that the water supplies are adequate and that 
the sanitary facilities are suitable and to see that they are such that 
the typhoons will not blow them over. Such permanent structures 
will not have the constant deterioration due to the salt air and the 
termites and so forth. The rentals can amortize such family units in 
say 20 or 30 years and they would then still have a long period of use- 
fulness. 

Those are the chief and basic considerations. Mr. Chairman, that 
[ have in mind concerning the budget. 


LAND PROBLEMS 


Mr. Jensen. I think that was a very fine statement and a very fine 
position that you are taking. As you know, I, along with two other 
Congressmen, visited the ‘Trust Islands a year ago last November. 
The ‘High Commissioner, Mr. Thomas, was with us, and in your appeal 
[ think that you touched upon the things that are the first essential. 

We discovered while we were there that the older people were 
more interested in getting their land back than in anything else. Be- 
fore the Japanese occupied the islands they had title to it, and they 
farmed it. Mr. McConnell informed us the other day that all of the 
people that wanted to do some farming had a little acreage to farm 
even though the titles are not processed completely. I believe you 
testified, Mr. McConnell, that about 30 percent of the titles had already 
been processed. 

Mr. McConnett, That is correct. 

Mr. JENSEN. And that the land ownership was back to the proper 
owners ¢ 

Mr. McConnety. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. We, of course, are very anxious that the land titles 
shall be processed as fast as possible and those people get their land 
back, because the quicker we can do that the more interest they will 
take in their own land and in the progress of the islands. I hope that 
you will put considerable emphasis on that. 


Mr. Mipxtrr. That is basic. 
EDUCATION 


Mr. Jensen. We also learned that they are very anxious for their 
children to learn the American language. They want us to give them 
some help to build sc hoolhouses. W e Saw chile lre nh going to se ‘hool 
in mud huts and out in the open, but they also had a few pretty good 
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They first of all want to learn the ABC's of the 
al language They must do that before we can vive them 
education. 
also discovered that they were very grateful for the medical 

that was given bv our stateside people. 

We also discovered that you cannot push tl em too fast. There 
were three native girls who went from the islands to Guam to take a 

urses’ training course. After they completed their training they 
went back to the islands with their high-heeled shoes and short hair 
ind lips painted ¢ und faces decorated and the natives did not accept 
them: in fact, those nurses were not taken back into the good graces 
if the island people. 

Mr. McConnell informs us that two of them now have been given 
employme nt inthe hospit: . 

Mr. McConnewy. And are accepted. 

Mr. JENSEN. And are sonnel by the natives. You see, it takes 
some time. These people have their traditions and their way of life. 
They have gotten along very happily and for a lot longer time than 
history records. You cannot change their way of life overnight. 

We soon discovered they were deeply re ligious, and because of that 
they felt sooner or later everything was going to be all right. The 
missionaries, both Protestant and Catholic, have done a wonderful job 
n the South Pacific Islands. 

I might tell you, Mr. Midkiff, we received a lot of wonderful in- 
formation from the missionaries while we were there about the tradi- 
tions of the people and their likes and dislikes, and how they felt this 
problem should be handled. 

So I hope you will visit with those missionaries who have been 
there = years and years. I am sure they can be of great service. 
Phey a : looke d up to by the people of the islands. 


CONSTRUCTION 


Regarding the request which is made for the building of homes 
for the personnel which we have down here, naturally we expect those 
folks to have decent quarters. To build great modern homes, a lot 
of them, I fear would not go well with the natives, many of whom 
live in tin huts. mud huts and grass huts, and in little wood homes. 

Mr. Mipxirr. Yes, sit 

Mr. Jensen. I must say, however, that I have heard no native 
complain at all about the stateside people living better than they were 
living, 

The Navy has taken over Saipan, I understand, and Tinian. We 
had high hopes of getting that secondhand lumber from Saipan, 
out of those warehouses, which would have gone a long ways toward 
building homes and schools for the natives. I do not know whether 
t would be possible to have the Navy Department allocate some of 
that lumber and building materials and corrugated asbestos roofing 
to vi u or not. I hoped that would be possible, bee ause to ship lumber 

. there from the m: inks ind is very expensive. 

There are 26 big warehouses o1 Saipan, with fine lu =e in them. 
Thea there are hundreds of other smaller buildings W hich could be 
tilized to great advantage, not only on the island of Saipan, but other 
slands, also. Some of the buildings were torn down and the lumber 


been shipped to a number of the islands, as Mr. McConnell testi- 


y 
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fied, but it isa drop in the bucket compared to the amount of lumbet 
and building material that is on the island of Saipan. 

I mention these facts, Mr. Commissioner, because I feel that | 
should do it. If the other Members who were there were to have 
their say I believe they would make the same recommendation. 

Mr. Mipkirr. P robably ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. We agreed perfectly that they are a great people. 
think they are the easiest smiling yr peop yle that IT have ever met. 

Mr. Mipxirr. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. When they sang the Star Spangled Banner and God 
Bless America it really thrilled you to the marrow of your bones. 

Mr. Mipxirr. That is right. 


BUDGET REVISIONS, CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Jensen. | am glad you recommended that we do not spend 
any money for a headquarters building at this time, because I know 
that will give you time to make an investigation down there, to look 
around and get acquainted, and get your feet on the ground and 
able to know what you do want when you come before us next year. 

You talk about building some homes for our personnel down there. 
How much money is in this bill for that purpose? Do you know 
what that money is to be used for? 

Mr. Mipxirr. I would put it about this way, Mr. Chairman: We 
have $3,825,000 for new construction. However, we think it is possi 
ble, talking it over with Mr. McConnell now, to reduce that: $1,825, 
O00 of that is divided amongst the 4 district: and S82 million of 
is for Truk, which includes $600,000 for the construction of head 
quarters, the Commissioner’s headquarters. We think that the $1, 
825,000 for the 4 districts can be reduced to $1.2 million, and the $2 
million for Truk and the headquarters can be reduced to $800,000, 
making a total for construction of $2 million instead of $3,825,000 

Mr. JENsen. That makes a reduction of $1,825,000. 

Mr. Mipkxirr. That is right; ves, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That is going to be very helpful. What other recom 
mendations do you have ? 


COOPERATION WITH NAVY 


Mr. Mipxtrr. I have the feeling that there should be developed 
definite, positive, friendly cooperation with the Navy, which will 
increase the efficiencies and I hope the economies of the whole admin 
istration. Ido not know the details of what may come of that yet. 

You were speaking about getting some material which is on Saipan 
and Tinian. I do not know just what the Navy is going to say to that. 
I certainly shall be very anxious to explore that fully. I think it is 
possible for us to get full cooperation from the Navy. I think I can 
get the viewpoint of the committee since I am a small t: ixpayer. You 
would wish to see the departments of Government cooperating where 
ever it is possible to increase efficiencies and economies I am sure. 

Mr. Jensen. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Mipxirr. Yes. That is one thing I should like very much to 
work on. What will come out of that I do not know. 
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We reduced the budget which was set up for general operations this 
year by $565,000, which is very largely due to a cutting out of any 
administration or government supervision in the Marianas. The Navy 
having taken over Saipan and Tinian, I believe it has been proposed 
that the Navy take over administration of the entire Marianas. They 
may do that. However, personally I am not sure that the Navy 
intends to do that, nor that it is desirable in principle or practice. 


INHABITED ISLANDS IN TRUST TERRITORY 


Mr. Jensen. What other islands are there in the Marianas, besides 
linian and Saipan ¢ 

Mr. Mipxirr. There must be 6 or 7 little islands. 

Mr. Jensen. Can you name them ? 

Mr. McConnewu. Rota is the principal one. Agana is another one. 

Mr. Jensen. Did I ask you the other day, Mr. McConnell, to place 
in the record a list of all the inhabited islands which come under our 
supervision under the trust territories ? 

Mr. McConnexi. No, sir: you did not. You asked for population 
houres. 

Mr. Jensen. I realize there are a lot of them, but I think there are 
only about 92 islands that are populated and are recognized as popu- 
lated islands. 

Mr. McConnetu. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. That would not be too much to put in the record. 

Mr. Mipxirr. We ought to have it for our own information. 

Mr. Jensen. I think you should. 

Mr. McConnetyi. We have it in the United Nations Report. We 
could easily put it in the record. 

Mr. Mipxirr. There they are [indicating]. 

Mr. Jensen. Then tell us in the list you give us what district each 
island is in. 

Mr. McConnewi. We can very easily do that. 

Mr. Jensen. Name your districts and then name the islands in that 
pant icular district, and the headquarters. 

Mr. Mipxirr. Yes. 

Mr. McConnetu. We will do that in place of naming these islands 
n the Saipan district at the moment; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Jensen. Give us a list of all the islands that are considered 
populated islands in the trust territory, under the United Nations 
Charter and under our trusteeship. 

Mr. Mipxirr. Yes. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


OQ 


List of populated islands and atolls in the 


Saipan district: 





Saipan hsank snabenebeskd 5, 209 
I aN 390 
coe ae enisbain tian 753 
pS a ees Sie &S 
I Dai ciic tes anita vias andelkesines 173 
Pagan — hs sdglatniaeidhctaaaenass 88 
Total ee 
Palau district: 
Babelthuap Island_- ---~-~ 3, 763 
Angaur Island............ 412 
Kayangel Island__._______ 139 
AO” OE 1, 997 
Peleliu Island_..._...___- 745 
POOEIP ISON. ccnwe ee 11 
Pulo Anna Island___.-_--- s 
Sonsorol Island___._.--__ 134 
<3 | RA Ceres 112 
Maurinks Aten go ccmcicnccns 133 
RON ON a iscice sitesiniaiemirds 259 
| 99 
Lamotrek Atoll........... 147 
Batawal Atoll... siiennnn 242 
Heete BGG. cote 40 
WeOMekt B00 occ eee 411 
J | ee pica aiaiinaiadiniedas 8, 652 
Yap district: 
OY ins ecinciciaicse 2, 809 
Ulithi Atoll: 
TO a ee 52 
Fassarai Island____--~ 77 
Falalop Island___----- 123 
Lothou Island___-- -- 29 
Mogmog Island___...-- 146 


Ngulu Atoll 55 


pg” ees 232 
Sorol Atoll unaieteasustntn 12 
Total_ ile er 
Truk district: 

Truk Atoll: 
Dublon Island 1, 320 
Hot Island et 160 
Falabeguets Island os 416 


Fefan Island = 1, 290 
Moen isienG.....<.us<. 3,200 
Pasent Isi@hd....<cesc- 134 
Pata Island_ _--_- hahaa 461 
iy el 169 
Polle feland.....s..<.. 509 
ee RE 
Tsis Island__ sala 141 
Udot Island___- 533 
Uman Isiand.......... 1, G21] 


Population | 


Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 


Population 





a i ie 205 
Magur Island_________ 29 
2 ae 46 
RSE BONA a cineca 178 
BEtal Atoll scictang istic aalie 235 
Lukunor Atoll___._. ___ - 815 
Losap Atoll shinai bictigies 738 
Namotek Atoli_...._........ 242 
Satawan Atoll asain mare 
Nama island... .__.._ 607 
peerane) ASG 357 
Nomwin Atoll.........___ 172 
Namonuito Atoll__________ 361 
Pulap Atoll cae ‘ 207 
Pulawat Atoll es 257 
Pulusuk Island __________ 195 
Total atiabapitMeM ak ... 15, 848 


Ponape district: 
Ponape Island 


-- — 7, 226 


Kusaie Island a ee 
Mokil Atoll- ts 348 
Pingelap Atoll ae ; 622 
Ngatik Atoll x 262 
Nukuoro Atoll . i 223 
Kapingamarangi Atoll__ 464 
ia dh tticince ee, 
Marshall Islands: 

Ailinglapalap Atoll... _- 829 
I I li aac ii dian 413 
pe ae 1, 185 
NE I ros eceserenccenaccce 518 
Bbon Atoll___ 3 = 820 
Jaluit Atoll _— picdbhindd 1, 186 
Wee SOU oo ee miemiads 176 
Kwajalein Atoll_- wictin, sane 
Lae Atoll__- eaisd 151 
Lib Island____-_ ~ izes , 50 
NT IN bh ithe ected 578 
Maloelap Atoll saataite 466 
Majuro Atoll as act 1, 358 
Mejit Island____ ao 336 
Milli Atoll Lae 197 
Namorik Atoll_- ee Le 453 
Namu Atoll _— 404 
Rongelap Atoll 113 
ee 176 
Uselshie Atoll. ......... . 163 
PI | I ii tics 124 
Wome: ARO... srednex t 32 
~' Wotje Atoll_- ae ie 272 
Total 11, 296 
Grand total___ 57, O37 
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Mr. Mipxkrer. Getting back to your question about these particular 
islands, in addition to Saipan and Tinian there they are [indicating]. 
They are small. There we probably six or eight which are inhabited. 
{ have never been there, but I would say that is about right. 

The question of the best way to manage them and govern them 
to let the Navy take on the Mari anas or for us to continue—is one 
where I have my own opinion at this time, which may not be correct 
hut it is my own view at this time. It is that it would be better for 
the trust territory to hang onto those things and probably to see 
whether or not the Navy would really like to govern Saipan and 
Pinian fully, or w a we could work out some system whereby they 
could have restricted areas and have the controls that they need, and 
possibly let all the abit be again under the trust territories. 
That may not be practicable, but it seems to me it should be explored. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. Is there anything else, Mr. Midkiff, you would like 
to discuss? We, of course, are always anxious to know where we 


an save a little money. 
Mr. Minxirr. Yes, sir 
Mr. Jensen. As the old saying goes: We appreciate small cor 


tributions and large ones in proportion. 
EMPLOYMENT OF NATIVES 


Mr. MIpkKIrr. Yes, sir. Well. I should like to make a good record, 
ind I think one of the criteria would be economy of administration 
I think as rapidly as possible the program of developing natives to 
qualify for the various positions would be very beneficial for the 
natives : and woul 1} pe economical also. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean, in other words, to train a native for a jol 
that a Federal employee is now doing, and when the native is properly 
trained let him take over and release the Federal employee / 

Mr. Mipxirr. Yes, sir; that would reduce operating costs; and it 
s best for the natives. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; and it would also bring about a better feeling 
among the people down there, that they are really governing them 
selves 

Mr. Mipkirr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I think that is very commendable. 

Mr. Minxirr. They certainly aspire to acquiring the ability to stand 
flat footed and look anybody in the eye and do this work. I think they 
should be assisted in that poper ambition and desire. 

Mr. Jensen. If you will let it be known that that is the desire of 
the United States Government it would, without a doubt, tend toward 
the natives taking greater interest in their work, in order to learn 
how to handle their jobs, which are now being handled by the whites. 

Mr. Mipxirr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. If he just knows that if he does the job well and learns 
the business that he will eventually, in due time and at the proper 
time, be handed the responsibility of that job it will be of great 
help. 

Mr. Mivxirr. Yes. I think that is an incentive they have a right 
to expect. 


it 
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Mr. JENSEN. Indeed they do. Is there anything else now you would 
like to speak of, Mr. McConnell? Is there anything you had in 
mind ? 

Mr. McConnewyi. No, sir. When we get through with the record 
[ know you would be interested in seeing some of these pictures. I 
would like to show them to you. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Mipxkirr. I would say I| certainly appreciate the courtesy you 
liave extended us and the time you have given us. 

Mr. Jensen. Dr. Fenton is a medical ‘doctor of considerable re pute, 
with long experience as a doctor, and this committee takes Dr. Fen- 
ton’s word for health problems as well as many other problems which 
coms before this committee. Because of his knowledge of medicine 

e has been very active in seeing to it that the proper medical care was 
extended to our native _— ns. 

Mr. Mipxrrr. Yes, si 

Mr. JeNnsEN. He no isis will carry on with this matter of the 
health problems of the Pacific islanders. 

Dr. ewan. Mr. Chairman, I unfortunately was unable to accom- 
pany you out on your trip to the islands. I have to rely more or less 
on you fellows to tell us the story. 


MEDICAL PROGRAM 


I notice you have a medical program. I do not know too much about 
t yet. I hope sometime to be able to familiarize myself more with 
the details of it. 

Mr. JENSEN. I might say that Dr. Fenton went to the Virgin Islands 
u year ago last Easter. Because of his visit down there and his inter- 
est in health problems in the Virgin Islands we now have that prob- 
lem pretty well in hand I do hope that before too long Dr. Fenton 
can go to the trust islands. 

Mr. Mipxtrr. I hope so. Of course, the accomplishments in the 
field of yaws has been just dramatic. Apparently with three injec- 
tions of penicillin the lesions disappear and only the scars remain. 
It is just a dramatic thing: That from the beginning of time there 
has been no cure for it, and now suddenly comes along this penicillin 
and it wipes it out. 

Of course, the treatment of le »prosy is an expensive thing, and that 
has to be well provided for. Filiariasis is a scary thing. 

The most dificult thing among the islanders, rather strangely enough, 
I suppose, is tuberculosis. That requires a long range program among 
them. They do not take precautions of isolation asarule. Their old 
food habits have been more or less upset, and they depend upon ill- 
balanced diets ofttimes, and their nutrition is not all it ought to be, and 
they do not have the physique in many cases that they used to have. 
Tuberculosis is bad amongst the native people. 

Mr. Fenton. Well, you have quite a problem out there, just from 
the area that you have to cover, and the small number of people on each 
island, as I see it. 

Mr. Mipxirr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. That is a terriffic problem. 

30423—53—>pt. 4 3 
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Mr. Jensen. The area is comparable to the entire area of the United 
States. 

Mr. Fenton. 3 million square miles; is it not? 

Mr. Mipxirr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JeENsEN. 1,000 miles north and south; 3,000 miles east and west. 

Mr. Fenton. There are only 680 some square miles of land. 

Mr. Mipxirr. Yes. 

Mr. Fenton. Out of that 3 million square miles. 

Mr. Mipkirr. These medical ships which are provided for in the 
budget are important. I think that program is going to give some 
pretty good results, with the X-ray tests. 

Mr. Jensen. Floating clinics, or floating hospitals, almost ? 

Mr. Mipxirr. That is right. 

Mr. McConnetxi. Diagnostic ships is what we call them. 

Mr. JeENsEN. Yes. 

Mr. Fenton. I do not know that I have much to say today about it, 
because I am not too familiar with it. I would like to have a little 
history of the various peoples there. It does not have to be on the 
record. I would like to have a little description of the type of people 
there. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


TUBERCULOSIS 


Mr. Fenton. Do you know what the incidence of tuberculosis is 4 

Mr. McConne tw. Yes, sir; we have some statistics on that. 

Mr. Mimpxirr. Would you rather have that submitted for your 
review later, or would you like just a few simple statistics ? 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. McConnetu. This is the series of pictures, Mr. Chairman, 
leading up to the last one. I just wanted to point out the number of 
Micronesians working on this project, with only three Americans. 

The reported tuberculosis death rate is 110 per 100,000, Doctor. 

Mr. Minkirr. I think all those figures are probably a little on the 
low side. The reporting is not complete, as you can well understand, 
with a lack of transportation and medical service and a lack of doctors 
and so on and so forth. 

Mr. Fenron. You do not know how many cases of tuberculosis they 
have’ I would not want it according to the 100,000 of population. 
Mortality according to 100,000 population does not mean much. What 
is the actual figure / 

Mr. Minxtrr. Tuberculosis: The number of hospital beds is only 
150 beds for that. We have the mortality and worbidity. The mor- 
bidity for 1 month is 3 deaths per thousand. They have it for the 
different places, the different hospitals and so forth. 

For 1 month in November there were a total of 24 patients dis- 
charged and 3 deaths. 

Mr. Fenton. I wonder if you could supply information for the 
committee on that? 

Mr. Minxirr. We will get those figures for you, Doctor. About 
the best figure I can find here is 150 bed patients with tuberculosis in 
the Territory. If you will permit, we will get you a better figure right 
away. 
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Mr. Fenton. Yes. Let me know the story on the health situation 
in each locality and how they are taken care of. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Mipxirr. I have down here the general story of the health, and 
the locality of the diseases; how they are cared for: and spec ifically 
how many cases of TB there are. You may want certain other 
diseases, too. 

Mr. Frentron. I do not know whether it is in the record or not, but 
I would like to have it by islands. Give each island and the popu- 
lation of each island. 

Mr. Mipkirr. Yes. 

Mr. Fen'ron. In other words, we would like to have the history of 
the whole thing for all of the islands. 

Do the Public Health people help you out there? 

Mr. McConnety. Yes, sir; we could give you that. 

Mr. Mipktrr. Except that I believe it must be admitted that the 
reporting is not complete. 

Mr. McConne.u. That is a fact. We know that our reporting is 
fallacious because, as you say, it just is not complete. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


The health program of the trust territory is built around 42 nonindigenons 
medical personnel (14 of whom are physicians) and approximately 330 Micro- 
nesian employees. All serve constantly in the field except for the medical 
director. Health facilities are centered in small (50- to 75-bed) hospitals at 
each of the 5 district centers. The majority of the population is scattered widely 
on isolated and remote islands or in villages distant from the district centers, 
and receives outpatient service from 119 dispensaries and health stations which 
are staffed by 128 islander health aides. The outpatient district hospitals 
hence serve only a small proportion of the population directly. Outer islands 
are visited by district center doctors approximately once every 2 months. Sick call 
is held at each populated island; sanitary inspections are made, and drug sup 
plies are restocked. Persons who cannot be treated on their home island are 
returned for treatment at the better equipped district hospital. Villages more 
easily reached from the district center are visited on a more frequent schedule. 
Between visits, the outer-island population is treated by the health aides who 
have been trained at the district hospital. An attempt is made to rotate the 
aides through the district hospital for further inservice training annually. 

The largest single cause of mortality reported in the territory in fiscal 1952, 
causing 72 deaths, was tuberculosis. This disease exists throughout the terri- 
tory. Control measures based on early casefinding, isolation, treatment, and 
education are in partial operation, but the difficulties are considerable as com- 
pared with a more accessible and enlightened population. Each hospital has 
. TB ward for handling active cases, but the facilities are inadequate to treat 
all patients requiring hospitalization. Controlled clinical experiments with 
isonicotinie acid hydrazide are now under way. 

Leprosy is another serious disease prevalent in the territory, most cases 
being found at Yap and Pingelap Atoll (Ponape District), although persons 
afflicted with leprosy are found elsewhere. Standard treatment is provided 
at the central leprosarium at Tinian. Arrested cases are returned to their 
home districts and receive periodic checkups Cant ae nty-eight were returned 
to neg homes in fiscal 1952, and, as of November 30, 1952, 105 patients remained 

Tinian, the majority being ambulatory. One aeias patient died in 1952. 

The most widespread and prevalent conditions are upper respiratory infec- 
tions and various forms of intestinal parasitism. These conditions are of 
course closely related to the habits and standards of living in Micronesia. In 
addition to individual and mass treatments at the hospitals and dispensaries, 
sanitary improvement and education are the control measures utilized. 

Filariasis exists mainly at various islands and atolls in the Truk and Ponape 
Districts, although it is also found elsewhere. A study made in the territory 
during fiscal 1952 is yielding important information concerning this disease and 
its vectors and will aid in its control. 
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Cases of venereal disease are found sporadically. There were no outbreaks 
of serious proportion during fiscal 1952 except in the Marshalls District. Five 
months of search, necessitating the visiting of every inhabited island of the 
Marshall group (a population of 12,000 scattered over an area larger than the 
States of Texas and California combined), combined with modern intensive 
treatment brought the gonococcus epidemic under control. The incidence of 
syphilis in the territory is low. The situation is controlled by constant watching. 

Yaws is almost a rarity under the new antibiotic treatment, although a con- 
tinued effort is being made to identify and treat all cases. 

Although great gains have been made, more local health personnel and im- 
proved facilities are indicated for a considerable period of years. Additional 
numbers of native medical practitioners with 4 years of training at the Central 
Medical School at Suva and additional training for native nurses would be a 
hig help. 

In interpreting the following health statistics it will be recalled that because 
of limited numbers of doctors and qualified health personnel, and because of 
inaccessibility created by great distances between islands, reporting of health 
statistics is far from complete as compared with our mainland standards. ‘Such 
censuses as it is possible to make reveals a gain of births over deaths and an 
increase of population generally. 


Trust territory public -health statistics 


1. HOSPITAL STATISTICS—4TH QUARTER, 1952 





Saipan Palau Truk Ponape | Marshalls Yap 

Cuberculosis 30 10 47 29 10 22 
URI 1, OR7 1, 343 1, 685 390 2, 941 358 
Intestinal parasitism 5 200 1, 633 132 29 
4 moebiasis , 0 5 
Leprosy ? 0 14 
Fungus infection 205 49 170 309 

Yaws 10 10 14 648 5 
Gonococcus infection 3 274 4 
Filariasis bie 2 

Fiscal 1951 


116 patients at Tinian, June 30, 1952 


2. DEATHS FROM PREVALENT DISEASES—JULY 1, 1951-JUNE 30, 1952 


Saipan Palau Truk Ponape | Marshalls! Yap Total 

l'uberculosis 8 7 36 4 15 2 72 
Upper respiratory infectior 3 0 0 3 14 0 23 
Intestinal parasistism 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 
A moebiasis 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Leprosy l 0 0 0 0 0 ] 
Total 19 7 3b 7 29 4 105 


3. MORBIDITY AND MORTALITY RATES FOR PRINCIPAL DISEASES 3 


Birth and death rates 


(a) Morbidity rates for November 1952 Per thousand 
1) Tuberculosis 0.3 
(2) Leprosy l 

4h) Mortality rates for fiscal 1952 
(1) All causes — * 
(2) Unknown or uncertain causes -- 3.1 
(3) Infant mortality : 40. 5 
(4) Maternal mortality Si - 6&3 
(5) Tuberculosis ahha 1.1 

c) Birth rate, fiscal 1952 oe ; ; 29.0 


These are drawn from hospital statistics only. No dispensary statistics in fiscal 1952 
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VALUE OF THE ISLANDS 


Mr. Fenvon. I notice it is by agreement with the United Nations 
that we have taken over these islands for administration and so 
forth. Does the United Nations participate in any of the programs? 

Mr. McConnetu. They pay none of this. This is 1 of 11 trusteeship 
agreements throughout the world, in which ease the administering 
authority pays all the cost of administration. This is the only one 
the United States has. There are 10 others under various names. 

Mr. Minpxirr. There is one thing in that connection which occurs 
to me, Doctor, and that is that it is hard to tell what these islands are 
worth to us. 

From the standpoint of their products and exports they will prob 
ably always be a deficit area. I know that I was once informed that 
China was a deficit area. However, it seems to have been worth a 
great deal to the Russians in manpower which is expendable, and 
so forth. 

But I think our Nation all told was glad to take these islands of the 
trust territory over. Japan had made great use of them. I think that 
our Nation would be very loath to have any other nation accept this 
trusteeship and get in there as Japan did with the mandated islands. 
So we want to hold the trusteeship of these islands, and how much it 
is worth to us—how much we would be willing to expend because we 
have them as a strategic area—Is anh interesting question to me | 
think they must be worth something. 

Mr. Fenron. Just for the strategic factor alone ? 

Mr. Mipxirr. Yes, sir. I do not think that the United States would 
willingly see any other country take that trusteeship. It lies withir 
the strategic area, 

Mr. Fenron. Are there any vital minerals on those islands ? 

Mr. Minxirr. Just at Angaur there are the phosphates, and there 
is one island that has bauxite. How much it amounts to I do not know. 
But there will be a substantial amount of income each year which will 
come in from that. A certain percentage is raked off on the phos 
phates for the benefit of the trust territory. It is one of the items of 
Income. 

There has been ho mining of bauxite since the war. hat probably 
will be reestablished before long. 

Mr. Fenron. Is the bauxite very good bauxite / 

Mr. MipkIrr. Well, the Japanese made food use of it in the mani 
facture of aluminum during the war. I think our American compa 
nies are interested in it, also. I believe. Mr. MeConnell, there have 
been negotiations / 

Mr. McConneti. The Navy had some negotiations leading toward 
the development of bauxite. We have not followed up too completely 
on it. Mr. Midkiff. For one reason, we have had some reservations a 
to the good that it would really do the islanders over a long period of 
time from this standpoint: There is about a 10-year supply of bauxite 
there. We have tried to consider what would happen to the native 
people if they worked in the bauxite mines, let us say, for 10 years 
and from that got a relatively small amount of return, and not enough 
to set up any reserves for themselves. Consider that a boy of 25 would 
work there until he is 35. Then does he know what to do after the 
mine is depleted? But we still have that matter under study. 
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Mr. Fenton. Well, I will reserve the balance of the questions I have 
for some other time. 

Mr. Mipxirr. I[ think this report of the health figures will be very 
interesting to you. It is not an adequate medical service, I feel sure, 
but I think it will be improved upon through the program that is 
under way now. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


NATIVE HOUSING 


Mr. Minxirr. There are two slight observations I might make, Mr. 
Chairman. One is with regard to the native housing. It is unusually 
cool. The wind goes through it. For the people there it probably will 
be hard to secure anything that they enjoy as much as the native house 
for a long, long time, if ever. They are accustomed to it. Even when 
the hurricanes come the wind can go through that roof and the cane 
leaves will stand out and the thing does not blow over. That native 
house has a number of advantages. 

I do not know that our stateside people like it so much. It does not 
have bathrooms or any flushing toilets or anything like that to insure 
sanitation and protection against certain diseases that our required 
stateside personnel fear. 


MEDICAL PRACTITIONERS 


The other thing I was going to speak about, Doctor, you probably 
know about. There is this native medical practitioners sc -hool in Suva, 
Fiji. That really is a remarkable institution, They take boys who 
have pretty good basic education and they take them in and give them 
t years of training. They wear their own native clothes. They cook 
very simple food there, so that they are not weaned away from the 
customs of their islands and will be willing to go back at a very low 
rate of pay, which is about all the islands can afford, throughout the 
Pacific, north and south of the Equator. 

Those boys go through anatomy, surgery, pediatrics, epidemiology, 
sanitation, and all of those things, for 4 years. At the present time, 
I believe we have been providing funds for only 2 years’ training 
at Suva. I think the 4-year plan is best. When I was a boy, the 
phy sicians who attended me did not have as good a tr aining as those 
boys get. Some of them who have the 4-year course are very com- 
petent indeed and become very, very useful servants. They are willing 
to live among the people and go about to serve the sick. 

Our own physici ians, While not trusting them to do too complicated 
things, recognize the service that they render their people. It is a 
very important service. Our few personnel, our stateside M. D.’s, 
will have to be pieced out by that type of native practitioner personnel 
for a while. They have dentistry and medicine. They are not to be 
ignored in this whole picture, with that type of service. 

Mr. Fenton. How far away is that from the islands? 

Mr. Mipxirr. Well, that is a long way down to Suva, Fiji. It is a 
long trip, but they go there and they can stay there for 4 years. They 
live simply there, get their training, and then come back. 

Mr. Jensen. I guess that about completes the testimony. 


Oo” 


Mr. McConnetu. Congressman, I would like to spe ak to one point 
which you raised. It was a very good point concerning the nurses at 
Ponape. 

I do not know that you know it, but within 6 months of transfer 
from Navy to Interior we discontinued the training of nurses on 
(yuam. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, I knew that. 

Mr. McConneutu. I did not know you knew that. We are now 
training in the district hospitals, and we find it meets with much 
greater success and overcomes the obstacles you spoke about awhile 
avo. 

Mr. JENsEN. That is very fine. 

Mr. Midkiff, it has been good to have you before the committee and 
to have this visit with you and to get your ideas about a number of 
things which you have so freely expressed to the committee. We shall 
look forward to seeing you, if not sooner, a year from now at these 
hearings. 

Mr. McConnell, we thank you for your appearance here. I am sure 
Mr. McConnell will be of great service to you, Mr. Midkiff. 

So with that I say may the good Lord give you the knowledge and 
the power and the will to do the thing that is be st for those fine peop le 
in the South Pacific. I know you will do your level best. I wish 
you, and this committee wishes you, Godspeed in your new under- 
taking. 

Mr. Mipxirr. Thank you very much indeed. I hope that you 
may have an opportunity to m: ake a trip with us again. It is a rough 
undert: iking, I know, but we look forward to having a committee 
from the Congress again. 

Mr. Jensen. I enjoyed it, as did the rest of the members. I am 
very happy we took the trip. I am very sorry Dr. Fenton could not 
be with us, but I hope he can get down there before too long. 


Turspay, Marcu 17, 1953. 
‘Terrirory oF ALASKA 
WITNESS 
B. FRANK HEINTZLEMAN, GOVERNOR OF ALASKA 


Mr. Jensen. We are happy to have before the committee Mr. 
B. Frank Heintzleman, who has recently been appointed by the Presi- 
dent of the United States to the responsible position of Governor of 
Alaska. 

Mr. Heintzleman, it is my pleasure to know you personally. I met 
you several years ago when { was in Alaska. I have known of your 
great interest in Alaska and the problems which confront that Terri- 
tory. I know you realize what a great responsibility has been placed 
on your shoulders, and I am very sure that you have the ability to 
carry on that responsibility in a fine, credible manner. 

It is customary, after a person has been appointed to a high position 
in the Interior Department, for this committee to ask the person to 
give us a brief history of his or her life. So, Mr. Heintzleman, we will 
be pleased to have a statement from you in that regard. 
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BACKGROUND OF GOVERNOR 


Mr. Heinrzteman. Thank you, Mr. Jensen. It is a pleasure to me 
to appear before the committee. 

As you have stated, I have just been appointed as the Governor of 
Alaska. I am scheduled to take office on the 10th of April. 

I was born in the State of Pennsylvania. I took a course in forestry 
at the Mount Alto School of Forestry, which was an institution con- 
ducted by the State of Pennsylvania. 

After graduating at Mount Alto, I went on to Yale University and 
took a graduate course in forestry at the Yale School of Forestry, 
graduating in 1910 with the degree of master of forestry. 

I immediately entered the Forest Service and was assigned to the 
Pacifie Northwest region, where I worked in the State of Oregon for 
about 8 years, and then was transferred to Alaska. That was during 
the First World War. I was doing logging engineering work, getting 
out airplane spruce for the manufacture of planes. As you recall, 
all the planes in the First World War were made of wood, and spruce 
was used. 

I was transferred during the war period to southeast Alaska to 
supervise the logging of spruce for plane construction. I liked the 
country and decided to stay. I asked for a permanent transfer to 
Alaska, expecting to stay a few years, but I have been there ever since, 
which is a matter of some 35 years. All of my time in Alaska has been 
spent as anemployee of the Forest Service. 

In 1937 L was made the regional forester for the Alaska Branch 
of the Forest Service. I was also designated by the Secretary of 
Agriculture as his representative for all Agriculture Department work 
in the Territory. 

In addition to that, I have also acted as representative of the Fed 
eral Power Commission. Alaska, as you know, has great potential 
waterpower, and I had charge of making the studies of these power 
sites and also of handling the work of granting permits and licenses 
for the development of waterpower under the Federal Water Power 
Act. 

I have been interested in a great many things of a public nature 
in Alaska. Among other things, I was the first Chairman of the 
Alaska Planning Board, an agency that was set up by the Territory 
to study the possibilities for industrial development. 

I also served on a commission that was set up by Congress under 
the old National Resources Planning Board to make a study of Alaska 
resources, and we put out a very comprehensive report on that in 
1939, I believe. 

My particular interest in Alaska has been in the development of 
timber and related resources like power. I have spent a great many 
years in efforts to establish the pulp and paper industry in Alaska. 
Our efforts—and I say our efforts because I received excellent help 
in this project from the Delegate from Alaska, Mr. Bartlett, and 
also from various branches of the Department of the Interior—as a 
result of this work we now have a very large pulp mill under con- 
struction in Ketchikan. It was entirely financed by private capital. 
About $12 million of the $47 million which the project is to cost was 
supplied by two interested companies who want to make use of the 
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pulp, but the remainder, some $35 million, was supplied by large 
life-insurance companies. I was very gratified to see this private 
capital coming into Alaska in these huge projects. So many of the 
things we need in Alaska require enormous aggregations of capital, 
and this shows that the large insurance companies were so satisfied 
with conditions in Alaska that they were willing to put in this large 
amount of capital. 

We have 3 or 4 additional pulp projects that we would like to 
see installed in the next few years. I am working on some of them 
at the present time. The most important of these is a large newsprint 
mill that would go in the town of Juneau. It might cost as much 
as $60 million, and it would be one of the largest newsprint mills in 
North America; and of course we all know how important it is to 
vet more newsprint production on American soil. Ninety percent of 
our requirements now are met from Canadian sources. 

We are also working on another pulp mill for the town of Sitka. 
And we are also working on additional sawmills and plywood plants 
for Alaska. 

I would like to state here that all of these timber projects would be 
dependent upon timber from the Tongass National Forest, and this 
timber is to be handled under strict forestry principles, All cutting 
s to be done under our supervision to insure a second crop. The 
whole thing is to be handled on the ei of sustained yield, which 
means the timber is not to be exploited, | mit to be kept flowing in a 
constant yearly amount into these plans, and the plants will thus be 
issured of a perpetual supply of timber. 

In connection with my work as representative of the Secretary of 
Agriculture, I come in contact with the agricultural research work 
ind assistance to farmers which is being carried out by a number of 
agencies in the Department of Agriculture, particularly, of course, 
n those sections around Anchorage and Fairbanks which have the 
greatest possibilities for agricultural development. 

I have taken a great deal of interest in the development of Alaskan 
communities down in southeastern Alaska, where we have this very 
extensive national forest. The national-forest land comes almost 
nto the boundaries of the municipalities. In order to stimulate the 
growth of these communities, we have been and we are laying out 
roads, both arterial roads and secondary roads on the outskirts of 
these towns; dividing up the land along the roads into tracts suitable 
for homesites: inviting people to take them up and build on them 
and, after they have put up a habitable house and lived on it for 3 
vears, we eliminate some of the forest so they can get patent under 
appropriate laws from the Interior Department. 

We have also made it a practice to make available tracts for indus 
trial use in the national forests. After these tracts are improved for 
ndustry—such as sawmills and salmon canneries—there again we 
survey them, eliminate them from the national forest, so that title can 
be obtained. 

We think it is quite important that more land in Alaska me brought 
nto private ownership. 

In connection with my Forest Service work, of course, we—as they 
do in the States—put in all sorts of recreation facilities around these 
towns for the youngsters in order to make these towns better places 
n which to live. 
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[ also have taken a personal interest, aside from my official duties, 
in libraries. I was head of a committee of three which raised the 
money and bought the land and had the designs made and a building 
erected at Juneau for a public libr: ary which cost $150,000, some $85,- 
000 of which we raised through public subscriptions, That building 
was just opened about a year ago. I think it is the first building in 
the Territory that was built sole ly for library purposes. 

I am also the head of a circul: ating library system which takes in 20 
small towns in southeastern Alaska which had no library facilities. 
The Sears Roebuck Foundation agreed to finance the thing, finance 
the installation and proy ide the money for keeping the project going. 
[ had it installed and I act as director of that project. 

I think that is about all I have to say, Mr. Jensen. It certainly has 
been a pleasure to appear before your committee. Of course, I ex- 
pect to be coming in here quite frequently and undoubtedly many 
things will come before your committee on which I would like to com- 
ment from time to time. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Heintzleman, that was a very fine statement. You 
have been a busy man. 

Mr. HetntziteMan. Yes, I have been a busy man. 

Mr. Jensen. And, of course, busy men get things done. TI can 
readily understand now why you were appointed by our fine Secre- 
tary of the Interior as Governor of Alaska. I am very happy to know 
that a man of your caliber, a busy man, a man who has great interest 
in Alaska, was appointed Governor of that great Territory. 

I knew Governor Gruening well. I had and still have high regard 
for Governor Gruening. I believe you and the Governor worked 
pretty c ‘lose ly together on m: ny things. 

I am also happy to know that you have worked closely with our 
colleague, the Delegate from Alaska, Mr. Bartlett, who is present 
here today. I am glad that you can be here together at this hearing 
It was more or less of an accident that you did get together, but I think 
it is well, because Mr. Bartlett has asked to come before the commit- 
tee today to talk about many things pertaining to Alaska and to 
justify the budget requests. 

We have already gone through many of the budget items, such as 
the public works construction program that, as you know, we are 
carrying on in cooperation with the municipalities in Alaska. And 
we talked about a lot of other things. Mr. Bartlett asked me if he 
would be permitted to come before the committee today and more or 
less summarize the items in the budget for Alaska. 


EKLUTNA PROJECT 


There is one thing that is rather disturbing, and I mention it since 
you spoke of your great interest in hydroelectric power. We have 
a problem facing us tod: iy. That is the fact that it appears that the 
original budget at least is asking for more appropriations for the 
Eklutna Dam, than was originally authorized by Congress. 

It appears now that before this committee could legally appropriate 
more money, or at least the amount of money that is being asked for 
in this budget, it will be necessary to get an additional authorization 
through the Congress; first, through the Committee on Public Works 
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of the House and then through the Congress, after which the Appro 
priations Committee will consider the amount requested for that 
project. 

I am thoroughly convinced the project is worthy, but it was first 
estimated to cost a great deal less than actually it is going to cost. In 
fact, it is going to cost more than twice as much as the original esti 
mate. So ‘there you have a problem on your Diatnicla right off the bat, 
Governor. I think Mr. Bartlett is aware of that fact. 


Turspay, Marcu 17, 1953. 
Terrirory oF ALASKA 


WITNESS 


HON. E. L. BARTLETT, DELEGATE IN CONGRESS FROM THE TERRI- 
TORY OF ALASKA 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Bartlett has for a number of years, since he has 
been the Delegate, presented the justifications for the budget request 
for Alaska to this committee in a very able manner. We find that he 
has always told us the truth. He has never tried to keep any informa 
tion away from us, information which the committee should have. 
We are always happy to see him and to hear him. Mr. Bartlett, we 
should be glad to hear you at this time. 

Mr. Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. ‘Take up each project, and make whatever comments 
you care to mi ake about it. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Barrierr. | appear before you without the benefit of a prepared 
statement and so will not be disturbed at all if you care to ask me 
questions as I go along. 

I am particularly happy, Mr. Chairman, that Governor Heintzle- 
man—I find a little difficulty in referring to him yet as Governor; 
I have always called him Frank and he was only confirmed by the 
United States Senate yesterday—I am particul: arly happy that he is 
here and has ap peared before the committee and become acquainted 
with the committee. 

I have had a feeling for a long time in that ee that some 
changes ought to be made in the Federal establishment, but I hope the 
day is now too late and it will not be necessary to make them. I have 
felt that a governor of a Territory—Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico 
in the old days—ought to have a responsibility that flowed directly 
from the Territory to the President; that he ought not to be regarded 
as an Interior Department appointee in any sense of the word. I think 
it makes for a very strained relationship in the whole Federal estab 
lishment not to be the direct representative of the President for the 
Territory. But I hope that there will not be time to put my plan-into 
effect, because I hope that before that can be done we will have state 
hood or, as a minimum alternate, an elected governor. 
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I think Governor Heintzleman, in testifying before the Senate com- 
mittee in respect to his nomination, likewise expressed the hope that 
a bill would be enacted which would permit us in Alaska to have an 
elected governor. 

Now, before proceeding, Mr. Chairman, I should like to say—and 
Alaskans generally will agree—that the stars met in happy conjunc- 
tion when Mr. Heintzleman was chosen as Governor of Alaska. On 
account of his long residence there and the opportunity that Alaskans 
have had to become ac quainted with him, they regard him as a man of 
ntegrity, absolute and without question; and of. personal and official 
honesty; a man who is devoted to the progress, industrial and other- 
wise, of the Territory. 

He has merely sketched over the situation relating to the establish- 
ment of this first pulp mill at Ketchikan. But the fact is that Mr. 
Heintzleman has spent almost a working lifetime in bringing that 
mill, now under construction, into being and we all feel that now the 
ice has been broken and these other projects, timber projects, will come 
along at an accelerated rate. 

Under his administration we look forward to a continuation of the 
progress that has been so notable during these last several years 
especially. 

In that connection, Mr. Chairman, I want to say that Governor 
Heintzleman will be following in the office of Governor of Alaska a 
very distinguished public servant, Ernest Gruening. Ernest Gruen- 
ing is a man of magnificent intellectual attainments. He is a man 
of drive and capacity. I think that his tenure of office from 1939 to 
the spring of 1953 will go down in history as an epochal period for 
Alaska. He has a deep and abiding love for Alaska and desires to 
remain in the Territory as a private citizen after his departure from 
office. I think that reflects the degree that the Territory of Alaska has 
won him over during his years there. 

Now, to get down to money, Mr. Chairman. First I would like to 
ask you for some money that was not in the Truman budget and | 
suspect will not be in any Eisenhower budget. It will not be in any 
budget presentation at all. But I think the appropriation which T 
shall request is more than justified ; it is long overdue. 


THE JESSE LEE HOME 


Back during World War IT, the Army took over for its own use the 
- stitution at Seward, Alaska, known as the Jesse Lee Home operated 
by the Methodist Church for orphan children, principally of native 
blood. The terms and conditions under which that transfer was made 
to the Army so far as I have been able to learn, were not expressed in 
written form. At any rate, there was a verbal understanding that 
when returned to its proper owners, the people of the Methodist 
Church, the buildings would be restored to the condition in which 
they were found at the time the Army moved in. 

The buildings were painted in camouflage colors. When the church 
had the structures returned to it the paint job had not been changed. 
In 1953 it is faded, and those faded camouflage colors are still on “the 
buildings and the Government has not lived up to its promises. 


43 


I hope that this committee will allocate $5,000 for the job of paint 
ing the Jesse Lee Home at Seward. It is a proper charge upon the 
Government and in my opinion the work should be done. 

In the appropriation bill for the Department of Defense last yea: 
an amendment was submitted to the bill which provided that the 
Alaska Communications System should do this work. The House 
accepted that amendment but the Senate struck it out as not being 
pertinent to the subject. We are therefore obliged to come to this 
committee. This committee knows all about these various institu 
tions in Alaska and this committee, better than any other, in my 
opinion, is able to judge whether this appropriation should be mad 
for the benefit of the Jesse Lee Home. 

I hand to you, Mr. Chairman, some colored pictures showing two 
buildings and showing the camouflage colors as of now. 

Mr. Jensen. It so happens that I saw the buildings in 1945 after 
they had been painted with this camouflage spray. I know that it 
is very unsightly. 

What you are telling us is this. Uncle Sam made a contract with 
the Methodis st Church, the ladies of the Methodist Church- 

Mr. Barrierr. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. When they took over this building for military pu 
poses; that this building, this home, would be returned in as good 
condition as when Uncle Sam took it over. That was the contract. 

I do not think I have to tell you, Mr. Bartlett—and I am glad the 
Governor is here—that I have always insisted that Uncle Sam keep 
his word with the people of America, whether it be 1 person, 2 per 
sons, 1.000, 1 million, or 155 million. Even though I am known as a 
nickel pincher with the people’s money, that is one thing that I have 
always insisted on. I have insisted on several occasions that Unel 
Sam do keep his word even though it cost Uncle Sam some money to 
do it. 

I know of this situation. You explained it to me last year thor 
oughly and I favored the amendment then and I shall favor it now. 
I say it on the record. I am only one member of the committee. 
However, I shall take this recommendation of yours under advisement 
when we mark up the bill and the secretary is now making a note to 
that effect. I assure you that this committee will give it the con 
sideration it deserves. 

Mr. Barrierr. I] am mighty glad to have you say that, Mr 
Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. What is your next item / 


PUBLIC WORKS 


Mr. Barrierr. The next item is that I want to refer to the testimon\ 
given here yesterday by Mayor Bettinger, of Kodiak, merely to fill in. 

Mr. Jensen. That is on the public works? 

Mr. Barrierr. On the public works, having to do with a specific 
request made by the city of Kodiak. There was some question when 
Mayor Bettinger left here as to the exact amount the municipality had 
received during the last 3 years. Mayor Bettinger reported to me 
and asked me to convey this information to you, namely, that the sum 
in fiscal 1952 was $600,000, and in 1953, $346,000, and the ec ity is nov 











44 


asking for $600,000 for next year, which would be a total of $1,546,- 
000, or well within the limits of $1.6 million. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 

Mr. Barrierr. Mr. Chairman, I do not have any desire to attempt 
to cover a budget which ran in the aggregate of $83,955,000 in any 
great detail. Even if I had the desire to do so I do not imagine you 
would have the time or patience to listen to me. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Bartlett, the Commissioner of Roads of Alaska 
testified before this committee, giving us quite in detail the justifica- 
tion for the request made in the 1954 budget for highway construc- 
tion in Alaska and for repairs and for maintenance, so I do not believe 
it is neceneney for you to go into it in detail. 

Mr. Barrietr. Yes, sir; I agree with you. Of course, I am not 
technically qualified to speak in detail about these matters. 

Mr. Jensen. We would be glad to have any statement you wish 
to make on it, however. 

Mr. Bartrierr. I did want to cover in a general way some of the ap- 
propriation requests here. In doing so of necessity I am going to use 
figures included in the budget sent up before January 20, not know- 
ing what, if anything, has been done in the way of changes since 
then, except by way of rumor. 


CADASTRAL SURVEYS 


First I want to refer to the item for Cadastral Surveys in the ap- 
propriation request made by the Bureau of Land Management. That 
is on the order of $176,000. It is of a high order of importance. 

Our surveys have proceeded there so slowly that we are just ages— 
thousands of years, I guess, behind the times. I say that because after 
the Alaska statehood bill had passed the House of Representatives in 
1950 and hearings came on before the Senate committee it was testi- 
fied before the Senate committee that if the surveys of the public 
domain land in Alaska proceeded as slowly in the future as they had 
in the past it would be something like 15,000 years before all the land 
proposed to be transferred to the new State actually could be deeded. 
It would take that long to survey it. 

I think this is a pitifully small figure to be before you today. I 
notice there are two other items in the Bureau of Land Management 
requests that are greater in dollar volume. I have no criticism of that, 
except that I think the Interior Department should emphasize as a 
matter of urgent necessity this survey work at this time. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 


EKLUTNA PROJECT 


Mr. Bartrierr. Mr. Chairman, when Governor Heintzleman was 
here you mentioned the Eklutna project. That has been deeply dis- 
turbing to me for the ve ry reasons you suggested, when you called it 
to Governor Heintzleman’s attention. 

The original bill authorized an appropriation of $20 million plus. 
This committee proceded to make necessary appropriations. Last 
year we were told that the estim: ites had been upped out of nec essity 
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and that the cost would be $33 million plus. I introduced a bill to 
increase that authorization, and it came on for hearing before the 
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Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the House and did not get 
very far on account of a controversy which had not so much to do 
with Eklutna, in my opinion, as with the Bureau of Reclamation 
policies in general. 

At the beginning of this Congress I introduced a bill to authorize 
an appropriation in all of $35 million. The estimate apparently had 
been upped again. We have had some hearings over in the Iicerior 
and Insular Affairs Committee since the beginning of the year, and 
now we are told that the cost will be $35,300,000, I believe. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Bartierr. It is going up and up. I do not know if anyone is 
at fault there or not. I rather suspect not, Mr. Chairman, for this 
reason: There is a natural and inevitable inflationary increase which 
has occurred throughout the country since Korea, which has undoubt 
edly been magnified in Alaska. There were also some extra unfore 
seen costs in connection with the tunnel. 

Now, the legislative committee has not acted on the bill. It would 
be impertinent for me to suggest what they will eventually do. I hope 
they will pass it out to the House and that the House will adopt it 
and that the Senate will do likewise, because we are told that even 
with the greatly cost envisioned today the power would be furnished 
by Eklutna at 11 mills. Obviously, you cannot get an industrial 
establishment going at an 11-mill rate. Nevertheless, that would sup 
ply power to that area cheaper than it can now be had. 

Let me illustrate that by just saying that the other day I had a 
letter from the city manager at Anchorage, who said that they had 
been exploring the idea of putting in a new steam plant, and it was 
exploratory only because they first wanted to see what was going to 
happen to this Eklutna project. The cost estimate of power from 
the new steam plant was 15 mills. ‘There is a 4-mill gap mM faver of 
Kklutna. It shows that even at this astronomical cost, as compared 
to the original estimate, Eklunta is still a good deal. | hope that bill 
will be adopted in time for this committee to act upon it so that the 
legal authorization will be there. 

Mr. Jensen. Let us get that straight for the record. 

Mr. Barruerr. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Was that Eklutna project authorized by Congress, or 
was there a finding of feasibility by the Secretary of the Interior, 
which was responsible for the authorization of this project ¢ 

Mr. BARTLETT. There was a report made to the Congress. After 
the submission of that report there was the specific authorization act. 
Is that responsive to your quest ion ? 

Mr. Jensen. There was a specific authorization act ? 

Mr. Barrierr. In the amount of $20 million plus. 

Mr. Jensen. In the amount of $20 million. 

Mr. Barrierr. A specific act naming Eklutna; that is right, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. I knew that, but I wanted it all cleared up for 
the record because of the fact that there have been some projects, as 
you know, which were authorized by the Secretary of Interior without 
going through the regular channels of congressional action. 

Mr. Barrietr. I am aware of that. Happily this is not one of 
those. Beset as we are and bewildered at times as to what is hap- 
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pening to and about Eklutna we have at least the foundation of con- 
gressional authorization to rest upon. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. I wanted that stated in the record so as to clear 
up any misunderstanding which might come up about the project, 
since it is now in this rather difficult state. 

Mr. Barrterr. It is a terrifically difficult state. 

Mr. Jensen. It will be necessary, as you are well aware, to get an 
additional authorization through the Congress before this committee 
can legally appropriate any more money. 

Mr. Barrterr. We understand that, Mr. Chairman. Iam sure that 
all Alaskans concerned are fully aware of the fact that although the 
budget suggested $12,791,000 to be appropriated for the Eklutna 
project you cannot make that appropriation unless this authorization 
bill goes through. 

Mr. Jensen. Let me ask you this question: How much money is yet 
unexpended from previous appropriations for the Eklutna project ? 
How long can they continue to carry on the construction with funds 
already ap ypropriated / 

Mr. Barrierr. I cannot answer the last part of your question eX 
cept by saying I guess not very long. I can answer the first part by 
saving that the contracts to date total something over $19 million. 

I guess in all fairness I should say here that the fact that at one 
time "thi were in excess of that amount occasioned a considerable 
amount of difficulty over in the legislative committee. Later those 
contracts were scaled down so as to be below the authorized amount. 
At one time they were in excess of $20 million. 


INVESTIGATIONS 


Now, you have before you in connection with the whole hydro 
electric system in Alaska a request for an appropriation of $330,000 
for the next fiscal year to be used in investigations. 

Mr. JENSEN. Investigating other proposed hydroelectric power 
sites / 

Mr. Barrierr. I am glad you interjected that, Mr. Chairman, be 
cause that isa fact and should be stated here. This has nothing to do 
with Eklutna at all. 

As Governor Heintzleman mentioned, Alaska has a great hydro 
potential. 

I would like to say for the record here that thanks to your interest, 
expressed, as I recall it, back in the 80th Congress, for the first time 
we got under way, with an appropriation for investigations, in examin 
ing these various powersites in Alaska to see what we had and what 
could be done with them. I recall very distinctly that you initiated 
that work, and we are grateful. It has meant much to us. As a 
matter of fact, it probably can be said with absolute accuracy that in 
that field lies our great industrial opportunity of tomorrow. Alaska 
can furnish cheap power in magnificent abundance to industry, which 
is finding that power sources in the States are difficult to locate 
and are becoming more expensive. We are not so naive to believe 
that industry will come to Alaska merely because it likes the cut of our 
jib, but if it finds cheap power there industry will come soon enough. 
We know that 
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We hope that this investigatory work can be conducted and evel 
amplified so that there may be further construction in the future. 

Now, in that connection we are in a very happy position because 
there is no controversy and no conflict between private and public 
power in the Territory. Private capital simply is not available to do 
that job, so it is public power or nothing. All the money is to be 
repaid to the Federal iciapaaant, The Eklutna project, as you re 
call, has no recreational or other aspect whereby part of the total 
is taken off the bill. 

I should report to you, I think, that L read in the newspapers—1 
mt had no direct communications on this subject, yet—that a group 
of Anchorage and Fairbanks citizens who are civic minded hope to 
send a delegation here later on in the thought that perhaps this $330, 
000 item could be increased, and perhaps on the order, as the ne Wspapel 
articles say, of a half million dollars, with the idea of channeling 
about $410,000 of that into speeding up the investigation of the so 
called Susitna project, a vast complex of powersites In the Anchorage 
region which it is felt not only would supply a terrific amount of 
h ydroe lectric power but would be a great incentive to industry to ente1 
that region. If those newspaper accounts are correct, if the delegat ior 
comes here I know that the chairman and other members of the 
mittee will listen to them attentively. 


COT 


GEOLOGICAL SURVEY AND BUREAU OF MINES 


Just in passing, Mr. Chairman, let me express the hope that the 
committee will give the Geological Survey and the Bureau of Mines 
the amounts which have been requested by the Interior Department 
which to date have been cleared by the Bureau of the Budget. I do 
not. need to vO into any long recital as to why those activities are 
essential to our growing economy. 


SO 


FISH AND WILDLIFI 


[ suppose I could take up a whole afternoon on the Fish and Wildlife 
service ap propriation. It is of the utmost importance to us. Ow 


fishing industry remains our No, 1 private industry. Unhappily, the 
volume of the salmon pac 





<, which constitutes the most important seg 
ment of our fisheries, has been declining year by year. It really has 
reached an alarming stage. I do not know what we are going to do. 
In the Bristol Bay district, which is the most important produce: 
of red salmon in the world, the Fish and Wildlife Service this coming 
eason is going to close the red-salmon fishing entirely, on the N 


Nusha- 
oak River, one of the most important streams. 


All of the people living 


along that river, who have depended upon that river for their livel 
hood, are going to find themselves in distress. It dee ply disturbs me. 

One answer, of course, is more money for enforcement. I do not 
pretend to say to you that that is the only answer. 

] hope you will give the Fish and Wildlife Service what they have 
asked for in these various categories, for their administrative respon 
sibility; but let me add here that which I have told this committee 
before on so many occasions. In this field we of the Territory offer 
the Federal Government a great opportunity to make a saving. We 
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want to take over the administrative function in respect to game and 
in respect to fish. We will pay the bill if you will give us the authority 
to manage those resources on our own. 

I am fully aware of the fact that this committee cannot do that on 
its own motion. That has to be done legislatively. But the moment 
this Congress will assent to granting us a greater measure of home 
rule, by giving us this administrative responsibility, that moment we 
will ts ake from this Appropriations Committee the necessity for ap- 
propriating for these various subjects before you now. 

Parenthetically, I might say that we are the only Territory in the 
history of the United States that has not had the right to manage its 
fish and its game. We do not think the Federal Government has done 
a notably good job, or even a halfway good job. We want to take it 
over ourselves, and we feel we will do a better job and the doing of it 
will not cost the Federal Government anything. 

Mr. Jensen. May I say that you can rest assured that Congressman 
Jensen will be very muc h in favor of the Te rritory’s taking over that 
responsibility for two reasons. First, because I think the Territory 
will do a better job than the Federal (sovernment has done; and, 
second, because it will relieve the Federal Government and the main- 
land taxpayers of that much of the tax burden. Of course, as you 
know, this committee last year recognized the problem which you have 
in wildlife-law enforcement in Alaska. I was quite instrumental my- 
self in providing in the appropriation bill for 1953 that 25 percent of 
the net profits of the Pribilof seal operations be used for wildlife 
enforcement in Alaska. 

Now, I am also informed this year by the Wildlife Service that 
that amount has been quite adequate. In fact, they do not anticipate 
spending the full amount this first vear; I think mainly because it was 
hot poss} ible for them to find the proper personne] to do that job. So, 
I understand that the full amount will not be used in fiscal 1953 for 
that purpose. Did you know about that ? 

Mr. Barrierr. No, but I would have a very fast recommendation to 
the Fish and Wildlife Service as to how they might advantageously 
es ‘nd any money which seems to be in surplus. That would be by 

iring stream guards to protect some of these salmon streams. 

Mr. Jensen. Where the salmon go up the streams to spawn ¢ 

Mr. Barrierr. Right. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, that is really the lifeblood of the salmon 
industry. 

Mr. Bartierr. That is right. In the old days there were a lot of 
stream guards to prevent any “creek robbery” as we call it. 

Mr. JensEN. Poaching. 

Mr. Barrverr. Poaching; surely. That is the proper word. Re- 
ently that has not been accentuated so much. I think they could re- 
turn to that very profitably and still maintain the air patrol which 
has been used increasingly. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, we were given to understand that there would 
be stream gu ards on duty at the mouth of these spawning streams if 
we made this money available from the Pribilof Island net proceeds. 

Mr. Barrierr. I am glad to hear that. 

Mr. Jensen. I hope that such stream guards are now employed. I 
would be very disturbed if the facts are that such guards are not on 
duty today. Maybe they are not there in sufficient numbers. 
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Mr. Bartrierr. I cannot speak to that authoritatively, because I do 
not have available to me at this moment all of the facts. I would not 
want to say that the guard program is not going forward. I merely 
want to indicate a personal belief that that program could be stepped 
up with great advantage to all concerned. 

Mr. JENSEN. | hope that you will continue to urge that very thing 
because, without a doubt, there is where this money could be spent, 
the money which we have appropriated for that purpose, to a greater 
benefit than any other place in the whole program. 

Mr. Barrierr. [ agree. 

I would deem it a privilege, Mr. Chairman, if you would permit 
me to say here that in my opinion Mr. Clarence Rhode, who is regional 
director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, with headquarters at 
Juneau, a very able and distinguished public servant, is domg a first 
class job within the limitations with which he is necessarily sut 
rounded, which are not, of course, of his making. Some of those 
limitations come down to the core of this matter to which I previously 
referred. 

This is long-distance government. Washington rules. It is far 
away. In the American scheme of things that has never been too 
satisfactory or satisfactory at all, and it is not to Alaskans. I dwell 
upon that particularly now because I came as close to tears as I 
have for a long while in receiving these letters from the Bristol Bay 
country about the citizens on the Nushagak River. You cannot help 
but feel tremendously concerned for the poor people there. Most of 
them are of native blood, people who have elected to stay by choice 
and who do not want to go anywhere else. But now they find them 
selves denied the means of a livelihood. 

I recall very vividly, Mr. Chairman, that you not only voted for 
Alaska statehood in 1950 in the House but you spoke so effectively 
on behalf of it. That bill, had it been enacted then or later, would 
have given us not only this grant of home rule, the grant that would 
have to do with our fisheries, but it would have given us all others 
at the same time. I hope that you will have another opportunity to 
vote on that before too long. 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


Now, I merely pass over the National Park Service by saying that 
of course we have some of the grandest parks and monuments in the 
whole Nation in Alaska. Increasingly as years go by they are going 
to be attractions for tourists. 

Mr. Jensen. Let me ask you right there. From McKinley Park 
Station on the road to Me Kinley Park there is a long bridge over a 
very turbulent stream, about 40 miles from McKinley Park Station. 

Mr. Barrett. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. That bridge has been flooded out many, many times. 
In fact, when we were up there we headed for McKinley Park one day 
on a road and we were unable to get across that bridge because part 
of that bridge had been washed out the night before. Now, what is 
the condition of that road today ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Actually, I am almost ashamed to confess this, 
but I have not been there for almost that long myself. 
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I was at the park last summer, but I did not have time to go up the 
road. 

Mr. Jensen. Is the road being improved / 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes. There is going to be a connection, of course. 
It is under construction now, and the connection with the Richardson 
Highway will make it possible for people to come in by automobile 
instead of being obliged to take the train or airplane. It will not 
only bring a lot more visitors to the park, but it will open up very 
heavy mineralized country for mining. In that vicinity there is an 
antimony mine; as a matter of fact, it is the second largest producer 
under the American flag. 


INDIAN AFFAIRS 


We are highly sensitive and appreciative of the attention this com 
mittee has paid, especially during the postwar years, to the problems 
of the Alaska native people. That has been manifested chiefly in the 
ap propriations you have made for health purposes. You have made 

t possible for the Alaska Native Service, the operating arm in Alaska 
of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, to put up a fine institution at Edge 
cumbe, adjacent to Sitka, and construction is well along on the big 
100-bed hospital at Anchorage. Those two institutions will not solve 
the tubercular problem in Alaska, but they will go a long way to- 
ward it. 

In connection and in conjunction with the hospital at Edgecumbe, 
you have made possible a great vocational school for people of Indian 
and Eskimo and Aleut blood. 

I recall having been at Kotzebue last summer and talking with a 
trader there. He had three girls working for him in the store; one on 
a typewriter, one on the books, and one behind the counter, and he 
said that all those girls had attended, or had been graduated from the 
Edgecumbe vocational school. They were well ‘equipped, he said. 
They were Eskimo girls. They could do all the clerical tasks in his 
establishment. You are going to see more of that. It meanis a lot to 
the native people. They go to school and will not go back without 
any ability to find employment. There is work for them if they can 
do it, and as they are trained, they will do it. 

Mr. Jensen. The health problem among the Indians is gradually 
decreasing since we have built those hospitals in Alaska and those 
sanitariums and the children’s homes, the orphan homes. 

Mr. Bartrierr. Yes; very much so. Of course, the fact that the 
hospital at Anchorage is not open yet, and the fact that outside of 
Edgecumbe we have only the sanitorium at Seward operated by the 
women of the Methodist Church, means that there have not been too 
many beds available compared with the tremendous number of TB 
cases in the Territory. But a good, clear start has been made, and 
that start will be accelerated mightily when the Anchorage hospital 
is opened. 

The problem, of course, is not only treatment; it is economic also— 
elevating their living conditions, which in turn will bring better 
housing, and so forth. It is better by far, as I see it, not to wait to 
do the whole job at once, when that seems impossible of accomplish 
ment, but todo piece by piece. 


51 


The hospitals have been a splendid thing. When Anchorage is 
completed the number of people to be cared for in TB beds will be 
increased by, I believe, 300. There are 100 beds to be maintained fon 
other cases. 

POPULATION OF ALASKA 


Mr. Jensen. What is the native population of Alaska—Indian, 
Eskimo, aa Aleut ¢ 

Mr. Barrtetr. It remains remarkably constant at about 34,000 or 
3).000 people. 

Mr. JENsEN. What is the white civilian population, outside the 
military? We will not go into the military numbers at this time 
for a very good reason, 

Mr. Bartierr. Let me go back to 1940. The census at that time 
showed approximately 74,000 people in Alaska. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Whites? 

Mr. Barrierr. Whites and natives, a pretty even division. The 
census of 1950 mre 128,365. That increase, percentagewise, was 
the greatest in the Nation. Some coast State came next on the basis 
f percentage gained. 

The estimated population in the winter of 1952, an estimate by 
the Alaska Development Board, was 160,000. The increase has 
een, as I remarked before, altogether, or practically so, of white 
people. I should think, and I do believe that as the Eskimos begin 
to get more employment and the Indians begin to get more employ- 
ment, and as these hospitals do their job as the years go by, then 
we will note a very great increase in the native population as well. 

Mr. Jensen. Most of the white people in Alaska are now gainfully 
employed ¢ 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes, indeed. I would not want to even guess for 
you how many people we have there during the summer construction 
eason. The figures that I relate are intended to cover only residents. 

Mr. Jensen. Permanent residents? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes. Of course, you have thousands and thousands 
f people who come in for work in the salmon canneries, and even 
more thousands in these days for defense construction. 


GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT OF ALASKA 


So we are on the move, and in that connection, Mr. Chairman, I 
want to say very decisively and very affirmatively that there is no 
doubt whatsover, there can be no doubt, that what is happening in 
\laska by way of population increase, by way of growth in industry, 
establishment of industry, and start of industry, is due to just one 
thing, and that is the fact that this very committee has made possible, 
postwar, the kind of appropriations, the type of appropriations, that 
ittract people. 

What have you done? Postwar, you started to consider Alaska 
that had to all intents and purposes a nonexistent transportation sys 
tem. We had no roads. Look what we have now. We have more 
roads, and we have much better roads. We have for the first time in 
history paved roads. 
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What do we have in the way of the Alaskan Railroad? Well, that 
story is simple. We have a rehabilitated first-class railroad instead 
of a tumbled-down, old line that was not fit to handle any substantial 
volume of traffic at all. 

We have a going public-works program which is vital—schools, 
public buildings of many kinds. 

Another thing, this committee has moved to make Alaska more 
livable. It was a responsibility of the Federal Government. Alaska 

Territory. You members of this committee recognized that re- 
aaeneibiiies and gave us the impetus we needed so long, the impetus 
of better transportation. 

People do not want to go to a place to live unless there is a way 
to get around, 

Much remains to be done yet. I have in mind at the moment that 
ve have a very vital need to reorganize our land laws, to get the land 
out of the ownership of the Federal Government and into the hands 
of the people faster, and then there are many other things. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say that I have felt for many years, ever since 
I have been on this committee, and especi: ally since 1945, when I was 
a member of the delegation that visited Alaska and was there a month 
and looked over all of your problems, that you first had to have a 
transportation system, and after that it was necessary, of course, to 
bring about a better health condition, and better school facilities in 
order to attract people to Alaska and to attract industry. And then, 
if you will remember, we put great emphasis on making the home- 
stead laws more liberal and maki ing it possible for people to get a 
tract of land. 

[ remember Minnie Fields. If there was ever an angel on earth, 
she was it. She established a little orphanage out in the woods. She 
asked for 5 acres of that worthless land, so to speak, be turned over 
to that orphanage. Because of the silly land laws we had in Alaska, 
that was only accomplished about a year before Minnie Fields passed 
to the Great Beyond. 

There she took care of about 50 little orphan children, and for many 
years did it without compensation. I do not know how she did it. 
I think that possibly was one of the most terrible things I ever heard 
of. Now, that woman wrote me many times and I pounded the Bureau 
of Land Management to give her title to that little spot out there, 
way out in the forest. The orphan children had grubbed out the 
trees and put in a garden and made a nice little spot. She loved those 
little orphans like a mother and they loved her, and yet there were 
people in Alaska who said that she was not fit to have children under 
her supervision. A bunch of do-gooders were always throwing rocks 
in her way. I hope those folks will ask the Good Lord to forgive 
them for the things they did to that poor woman to make her ‘life 
miserable while she was making life worth living for those poor little 
orphan children. 

Mr. Barrierr. That incident can be duplicated throughout the 
Territory. The wonder of it is there are as many as 10,000 people 
in Alaska, because obstacles placed in their way for settling are ter- 
rific, I do not think the blame should go to the people administering 
the program. I think the fault is primarily ours here in Congress. 
The homestead laws are not the proper laws for that area. They 
ought to be liberalized or changed to fit the pure circumstances. 
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Mr. Jensen. While I know that we have changed the laws to some 
extent, yet I think there is a lot that should be done. 

Mr. Bartrierr. I agree with you. 

Mr. Jensen. Especially in the Kenai Peninsula area. 


LAND PROBLEM 


Mr. Barrierr. Well, they had the silly policy in the Interior De 
partment of reserving these lands in antic Ipation of settlement, and 
they cut them out of development for years in the expectation that 
legislation, that Congress would never pass, would go through. 

Those areas are now being released gradually. They are pretty 
well all back in the public domain now. 

While I say that I do not think we can have any proper criticism 
of the administrative officials in this, I must comment and remark 
that I have a certain measure of alarm when I pick up the Anchorage 
paper once in a while and find some technician from the Bureau of 
Land Management is being sent from there to Thailand or Egypt, or 
some other pk ice in the point 4 program, because it occurs to me if 
there is any place in the wide world that needs attention to its land 
problems it is Alaska. In this case I think that Americans should 
come first and the technicans should stay on the job there until the 
work is done, which will not be tomorrow. 

Mr. Jensen. You are so right. 

Mr. Bartuetr. I am fr: ink to say that I cannot comprehend why 
the Bureau of Land Management is sending these people who have 
been recruited with so much difficulty from Alaska to faraway shores 
to handle their land problems. 

You have been very patient. 

Now, I am going to sum up in a hurry and not detain you longer 
by referring at length to the other two programs of consider: able 
Interest to us. 


PUBLIC -WORKS 


Public works: The Truman budget calls for $15 million. I do 
not know what the revised budget estimate on that will be. I hope 
that the work which has been planned for the next fiscal year can 
receive the necessary funds. I cannot bring terms sufficiently glow- 
ing, words expressive of my feeling, to tell you how magnificent the 
program has been. I will not go here into the reasous why we have 
it. You, of course, are as familiar with those as I. I should briefly 

y, though, that one was recognition of the fact that we did not 
participate equally in the public-works program of another decade, 
but more important, it was because this tremendous growth during 
World War II and thereafter in Alaska, and recognizing the fact 
it was a Federal responsibility, in good measure the Congress passed 
the legislative bill to bring this into being. It is a 5-year program 
with a contemplated expenditure of $70 million, half of which will 
ultimately be repaid to the Federal Government by the Territorial 
government or the municipalities. To date I think something on 
the order of $30 million has been appropriated in the aggregate. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope you and every member of this committee 
can go to Alaska this coming summer, or as soon thereafter as pos- 
sible. We invite you. We welcome you, and when you do go I 
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isk you to examine, as I know you will, with special care, the fruits 
of this public-works program. I know that we have had our diffi- 
culties with it one way or another. In fact, we have had more than 
i few. As you see the completed projects, see what they have meant 
to the people, then I am sure there is not anyone who will not say 
that this has really been a tremendously worthwhile program. 

Our school situation, of course, in this program has moved so 
effectively that it is not comparable with many elsewhere. Our situa- 
tion was especially desperate. In places such as Anchorage and Fair-’ 
banks and others, the school children not only went to school half 
days or shifts—they do that in other parts of the United States— 
but. they went to school in buildings that were most unfit, almost 
indescribable. You, by allowing us to put up the buildings now 
and pay back the Federal Government half the cost in the future, 
have made a brighter future for our children. 


ROADS 


The final subject which I desire to mention has to do with roads. 
The program calls for $18,400,000. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to express the hope here that if, 
on account of budgetary limitations, gr should be a cut in any of 
the projects pl: anned, that that cut, or those cuts, be placed in effect 
against the surfacing of roads « sateuntibat | in the program presented 
to you. That is my personal conclusion. I have not cleared with 
anyone in the Interior Department, but my point is: by all means let 
us go ahead with the one new road here planned to Kenai and what 
is relatively a new road at Cordova. I think that Cordova road, 
which is budgeted for $2,400,000, is and remains, as the committee 
recognized at the time, extremely important. I hope that you — 
see fit to proceed with that undertaking so it can be expedited to : 
conclusion. 

There is one more thing that I should like to mention: the main- 
tenance amount which will permit; among other things, the Richard- 
son Highway leading out of Valdez to be kept open during the winter 
season, 

Last year when I appeared before you, or perhaps it was the Sen- 
ate committee, I made a demonstration that, on account of the appro- 
priations made available by this committee for that purpose, the 
population of Valdez has tripled and that the actual tax return to the 
Federal Government was greater than the actual amounts spent in 
keeping the road open during the winter. It is a very, very useful 
undertaking, and I hope that the maintenance money will include 
money for that purpose. 

I said that was the final project I should mention. There is one 
more, 

ALASKA RAILROAD 


The Chairman, | recognize, is intimately familiar with the pro- 
posal to complete the rehi abilitation of The Alaska Railroad by slay: 
ing a line from Portage to Seward, by building up the dock system 
at Seward. 

The Army, through the testimony of the then Under Secretary, and 
the then Commander in Chief of the Alaskan Command, made a 


ov 


presentation before the committee and the corresponding Senate com 
mittee last year. That money was not allowed. As I recall it, the 
Army presented this as a matter of urgent military necessity, aside 
from any civilian needs. I think that need is undoubtedly as great 
today as it was then. 

1 would like to urge this committee to examine that need most care 
fully, and if it should be that the committee does not see fit to make 
the entire appropriation in 1 year, while recognizing the necessity for 
going ahead, to give them enough to start the job. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for having listened to me so 
attentively all this time. I did not desire to consume so much time; 
but, after all, this is very important to Alaska. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Bartlett, and may I say that the action 
of this committee regarding road appropriations will be determined to 
some degree by the action of the Territorial Legislature of Alaska, 
which is now considering an additional gasoline tax and an additional 
license fee for trucks. 

Mr. Bartierr. The legislature is in its last 10 days. If you do not 
mind, I would like to wire those words up to Juneau. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 


Monpbay. Marcu 23, 1953. 
Bureau or RECLAMATION 
WITNESS 


HON. A. L. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. 

We are pleased to have before us at this time Congressman Millet 
of Nebraska, who is chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee of the House of Representatives. Mr. Miller has some 
things that he would lke to discuss before the committee at this time. 


Mr. Mitier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
NEW STARTS 


My discussion will be of a general nature on problems coming before 
the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee. I am interested particu 
larly in the reclamation phase. 

As the committee knows, there has been a policy for some time of 
no new starts in irrigation projects during the war and since. There 
has been a reason, I guess, for that, but I would submit that if that 
policy were to continue year after year, that you come to a time 
eventually when there are no more projects. 

I believe last year the Senate sort of went around this committee 
and put in 8 or 10 so-called new projects, and I presume there will 
be an attempt to do that again. I do not consider that good legisla 
tive procedure. But I talked with the Secretary, and I am sure he is 
not in favor of the policy of no new starts. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean Secretary McKay / 
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Mr. Miuuer. Secretary McKay. Although the Budget Bureau, I 
believe, have indicated the new starts that were sent down to them 
were sent back without, at least, any approval. 

I hope this committee, if we do send over some feasible projects will 
approve them—and, gentlemen, let us have them feasible. We were 
discussing this morning a project that probably is not feasible, so much 
nonreimbursable funds. I do not like to see that in any project. I 
think they ought to stand on their own feet, and the projects we send 
to you will be ones that are legally approved by the State themselves 
and by the people in the districts where they agree to a repayment con- 
tract and will repay the money to the United States Government. And 
they must be feasible in the committee’s opinion if they get out of the 
committee. 


FEASIBILITY DEFINITION 


Mr. Jensen. While you are here, Doctor, will you explain for the 
record what you consider a feasible project ¢ 

Mr. Minter. Well, of course, that is a flexible term, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. JeENseN. I realize that. 

Mr. Mutter. But a feasible project is one that will pay back in 50 

vears’ time the money to the United States Treasury. Under the irri- 
gation law that money is without interest. 

Now we have had before our committee times when we have had to 
extend repayment contracts up to 90 years. I submit they were not 
feasible in the beginning, otherwise the extension period would not 
have had to be made. I think it is wise to have an 8- or 10-year de- 
velopment period for an irrigation project, then after that they should 
be set up to repay the money that is advanced to them over a period 
of 50 years. 

Now in these new irrigation projects—I frequently refer to Scotts- 
bluff, Nebr., where the project has grown, that country is prosperous, 
new people, new industry, that never could have occurred if they had 
not had water put upon the soil, which brings in millions of dollars in 
new taxes to Uncle Sam and new industries. 

I have asked for all the projects that have been authorized. Some 
have been authorized and nothing has been done with them. I think 
new costs for irrigation projects ought to have another look before 
they come before the Congress because costs have gone up so much. 
We have bills before the committee which ask for a new examination 
of these projects. Some of them were given authorization, but no 
money, 5, 6, 8, or 10 years ago, and I submit that the costs then are 

ot comparable to what they would be now. 


BUREAU FLELD OFFICES 


Here is where I think the committee might save some money. I 
know I will be criticized in some areas in the Reclamation Bureau for 
suggesting it. 

Personally, I feel there are too many offices and too many employees 
in the Reclamation Bureau. We have had some surveys made, and I 
asked for and have a list of all the offices. We have what is called dis- 
trict offices, then we have project offices, then we have area offices. 

Mr. Jensen. And then regional offices. 

Mr. Minter. And then regional offices; yes. 
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Mr. Jensen. Anda lot of intermediate offices. 

Mr. Mitier. Well, those things in particular. I know one town, 
Billings, Mont., where they have all three of them in the same town, 
and I do not believe they are in the same building. 

Mr. Jensen. They are not in the same building / 

Mr. Mitier. I am not sure whether they are. 

Mr. Jensen. I am happy to know that you have the same feeling 
as the members of this committee have had for not only this year but 
for many years past, and we are going to do something about it. 

Mr. MILLER. I think some of the re clonal offices and area offices can 
be combined. Even in my own State—and I am subject to criticism 
I had a nasty letter this morning because I suggested that the oflices 
might well be combined in many places. The costs of these Reclama- 
tion offices are charged against the project and thus they are not 
feasible. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you know, Congressman, as you travel around 
over the West as this committee has, the greatest, and possibly about 
the only, complaint that we have heard is the complaint about the 
personnel that is chi urged to every project in the West. Those irri- 
gators say, “For heaven’s sake, why do we need all of these people in 
this office and that office charged to this project for which we have 
to pay ¢” 

So I am happy to report to you, Congressman Miller, that we now 
have had for the past 30 days 5 men who have been down in the 
Department of the Interior under the supervision of the Appropria- 
tions Committee going into this very thing that you are talking 
about, making a thorough study of the present organization to ascer 
tain just where and how we can eliminate offices in the Bureau of 
Reclamation and in other agencies of the Interior Department, and 
how we can consolidate offices to bring this thing into a businesslike 
organization where money will not be wasted and where the job will 
be done just as well as, and possibly better, than it has been done in 
the past years. Iam glad to know that you also are cognizant of that 
misuse of public funds. 

Mr. Miuier. I am reaily pleased to know that, Mr. Chairman, and 
if they will come to me I can give them a few suggestions. I have 
been on the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee for 10 years, 
starting my 11th year, and I have talked with Mr. Aandahl and others, 
and I think they have the same idea. But, gentlemen, it is not an 
easy Job when you start cutting off. It is always easy to add to, but 
it is a difficult thing to reduce. 

Let me refer to Austin, Tex. I do not know why that office is there. 
I was in Austin last November. They had a pretty big job to survey 
the water resources of Texas. They were kicked out of the Rio Grande 
Valley and came up to Austin, Tex. They have a big office, a large 
group of people, and in my opinion it is not needed; the job is done. 
They told me it was done. I believe that could be well carried on by 
some other office, and I could detail dozens of offices to your experts 
that in my opinion are no longer needed. 

Mr. Jensen. We would be happy to have you do that very thing. 

Mr. Mrtier. When we do send over some irrigation projects, we 
would like to appear on behalf of them; and, as chairman, I have 
insisted that they be what we call a feasible project and with the 
proper repayment contract. 
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AUTHORIZATION OF PROJECTS 


Mr. Jensen. I am sure I can assure you—and I believe, after being 
on the committee 11 years, I have a pretty good idea of the thinking 
of the members of this committee—that where construction has not 
already been started on any project which was authorized by a finding 
of feasibility by the Secretary of the Interior, there will be no money 
appropriated by this committee for such projects. 

Now, I think this committee can go along with you, Congressman 
Miller, in your ideas that we should carry on and authorize and appro- 
priate for new feasible projects. I do not think we can take the hard, 
fast rule that there will be no appropriations made for good projects 
in the Western States because we have some mighty fertile valleys in 
the West where water is all that is needed to bring them into fine pro 
duction. But I think we should not be in a hurry to appropriate great 
sums of money for those projects that are going to take 90 years 
to pay out. 

Mr. Minurer. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. I think we also feel we should appropriate adequate 
amounts for those good projects that are almost completed and get 
them completed as fast as we can in order that they will start paying 
out, and in order that the peop le who are going to pay for those pro}- 
ects will have the benefit of them at the earliest possible time. That is 
the businesslike way. That is what private business would do. 

Mr. Miter. [ appreciate that statement. 

Mr. Jensen. A factory would rush a machine to completion as fast 
as possible in order to get that machine in operation so that it would 
produce new wealth. 

I believe your thinking, after I have heard your expressions here, 
coieides perfect ly with the thinking of this committee, Congressman 
Miller. 

Mr. Minzer. We want to work with you. 

Mr. JENSEN. I believe Congressman ‘Norrell would have something 
to say along that line. 

Mr. Norrect. Yes. If me would yield to me, I would like to make 
a statement at this point in the record. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Norrevi. The Government has had a policy for years and 
vears not to start any new projects, not to start the construction of 
any new projects. That has been true in reclamation, it has been 
true in flood control, it has been true in rivers-and-harbors work. Now 
in World War II I thought it was a good idea not to have any new 
projects. I agreed with the policy at that period. But during all 
these years we in reclamation, in flood control, in rivers and harbors 
have continued the investigative work. I think that policy should 
be changed, but I think it ought to work alike across the board. 

In reclamation there are projects that charge some to power, some 
to flood control, some to rivers and harbors, and the balance to 
reclamation. On sound projects, I think there is not any reason in 
the world to not start some of them, but I do want to insist that the 
policy by our Government should be alike in all these different fields. 

I am 100 percent with you, Dr. Miller, as far as reclamation is con- 


cerned, but I do want it to apply to rivers and harbors. 
Mr. Miiier. Yes. 
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Mr. Norrevi. Of which I have practically none in my district. Also 
no flood-control projects. 

Mr. Miter. | hoe to be able to appear before the committee with 
» or 3 feasible irrigation projects within the next 2 or 3} years anyway 
ind suggest that they be permitted to proceed. 

Mr. Fenton. | only wish to say that I think the doctor is sound in 
his approach to this whole problem. 


PERSONNEL COSTS 


Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, | would like to say that I am gratified 
by the remarks of the chairman and the members of this committee, 
is well as those of the chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee. I am particularly interested in Dr. Miller's statement as 
toa project which was once feasible becoming unfeasible by reason of 
excessive overhead charged to the operations of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

In that connection, I asked the Department a few weeks back to 
furnish me with some personnel figures relative to the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and I could not help but note the increase. 

In 1933 the Bureau of Reclamation had about 1,600 employees. 
[In 1940, when it was going through _probably the most ambitious 
program in its history, it had about 7,000 employees. This year it 
will have 14,000 employees. 

Now a lot of these projects that would have been feasible have been 
rendered nonfeasible, and the payment periods have had to be ex- 
tended, by re ason of the excessive overhead which they must pay in 
meeting the salaries of all these employees. 

We have a lot of good reclamation programs that should be started 
ind completed in the public-land States of the West, but it is going 
to be very difficult for us to make them feasible unless we can do some 
thing about the excessive overhead. 

Mr. Mirier. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Congressman Miller. 

I do want to say this: At any time you feel this committee should 
be informed about any project, proposed or in operation, feel free 
to let us know that you would like to talk to us about it, and you may 
be sure that you will be welcome and we will want you to ts alk to us 
ibout it. 

Mr. Minter. Thank you very much. 


Monpay,. Marcu 23, 1953 


CANADIAN River Progectr 
WITNESSES 


HON. GEORGE H. MAHON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 

HON. WALTER ROGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Jensen. We are happy to have our good friends and colleagues, 
Congressman Mahon, of Texas, and Congressman Rogers, of Texas, 
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before the committee. They have a matter which they desire to dis- 
cuss with the committee at this time. 

Mr. Manon. Congressman Rogers and I would like to jointly appear 
before you. 

Mr. Jensen. That is all right. 

Mr. Manon. This project we are interested in is a reclamation proj- 
ect in Texas in Mr. Rogers’ district near Amarillo. We have been 
working on it for years ‘and years. 

Mr. Jensen. Can you tell us about the status of it? 


HISTORY OF PROJECT 


. Manon. Finally Congress passed an authorization act, which 
was ei yproved by the P reside nt on December 29, 1950. It is an $85 
million project on the Canadian River. Last year Mr. Rogers and I 
sought funds in the 1954 budget to begin construction, a modest sum 
of about a million dollars to begin construction on the project, but 
the 1954 budget contains no funds for construction on the project. 
It does contain, according to Mr. Lineweaver of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, who on the 28th of January 1953 was the Acting Commis- 
sioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, the sum of $350,000. That is 
preconstruction money. It is advance-planning money. It is money 
which would be required, so we are told, before actual construction 
should begin. 

Of course, we are very anxious to get going on the project at the 
earliest possible moment because of the critical water shortage in our 
area, and we would like some construction funds at this time, and we 
so inform the committee. 

We, of course, recognize the problem confronting the whole Con- 
gress, and particularly this subcommittee at this time, with respect 
to Government spending; yet this is a case of great urgency and 
importance. 

This project would be about 93 percent reimbursable to the Federal 
Government. It provides some irrigation; it provides a way whereby 
municipal water can be made a ailable to cities like Amarillo, Lub- 
bock, and Lamesa, and a a of others—how many, Mr. Rogers? 

Mr. Rogers. Eleven. 

Mr. Manon. There are 11 cities that are interested in this project 
from the standpoint of municipal water supply. 

It is one of those reclamation projects—and, as you know, there are 
many—which has a dual objective. It has an angle involving munici- 
pal water supply. 


CONSTRUCTION FUNDS REQUESTED 


Now, this preconstruction money is in the budget now, and we do 
not want to jeopardize our position in any way, but we want you to 
now how interested we are in getting funds for construction if pos- 
perm and, if not, we certainly want the budget figure here. 

\s I understand it, the budget figures—I do not have them before 
me—provide for a lump sum for planning and preconstruction work 
throughout the Nation. So, this project is among those being con- 
sidered, and we would like to see the Bureau of Reclamation go for- 
ward on it as soon as possible. The matter is urgent. 
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Mr. Jensen. Do you feel enough advance planning has already 
been done to warrant the spending of money for construction now ¢ 


DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 


Mr. Manon. I think they would have to do the other advance plan- 
ning. What I had hoped they might do would be to provide some 
funds for the preconstruction planning plus some funds to get started 
with construction, because, after all, it is the construction that we are 
interested 1 

Mr. Paice I presume there is power involved. 

Mr. Maron. There is no power at all involved, directly or indi 
rectly. 

Mr. Jensen. The dam proposed must be on a smaller tributary. 

Mr. Manon. That is what this is: it isa dam. 

Mr. JenseN. That is what I mean. 

Mr. Manon. For the impounding of water on the Canadian in the 
vicinity of Amarillo, but it is not one of those projects which would 
lend itself to the generation of power. 

Would you not agree, Mr. Rogers? 

Mr. Rogers. Right. 

Mr. Manon. And that is not contemplated in this project. 

Mr. Jensen. Only the one dam ? 

Mr. Manon. That is right; only the one dam on this project. 

Texas is one of the 17 reclamation States. 

Mr. JensEN. That is right. 

Mr. Matron. But the Reclamation Bureau has really never had a 
major project in Texas. There has never been a project of the Corps 
of Engineers or the Reclam: ition Bureau in my district, I know, and 
only a very few minor projects in the whole State have been sponsored 
by Reclamation. Of course, the Corps of Engineers have spent multi- 
plied millions of dollars in certain areas of Texas, but not in our 
particular area, because we do not lend ourselves to that sort of thing. 
We are not threatened with floods particularly; we are threatened 
with other problems involving the scarcity of water. 


SOIL CONSERVATION IN THE PROJECT AREA 


Mr. Jensen. Let me ask you this question: Do the farmers in that 
watershed which will drain into this Canadian River, where this dam 
is to be built, practice soil conservation as outlined and as directed by 
the Soil Conservation Service ? 

Mr. Manon. I would say so. 

Mr. Jensen. If so, to what degree? 

Mr. Manon. They do it pretty well. You see, they follow certain 
practices, and have for years, to keep that country productive. A 
part of this area involved in the watershed was once in the so-called 
Dust Bowl. 

Mr. JENSEN. It is pretty level country ? 

Mr. Manon. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. All of it is? 

Mr. Manon. Much of it is level. 

Walter, what would you say about the watershed of the Canadian ? 
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Of course, it goes on up into New Mexico, and there was a compact 
with New Mexico that was necessary and which was provided for in 
the enabling act. That compact has been entered into and the way 
has been cleared there. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, as you know, there is a very wonderful soil- 
and moisture-conservation program going on on all of the private 
lands of America, where the farmer cannot only act as a flood pre- 
venter but does contouring and terracing which also acts as a moisture 
holder. 

Mr. Manon. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Their program is making wonderful progress all over 
the country. Ina level country such as yours, that is not as important 
as in the hilly country ¢ 

Mr. Manon. Not as much. 

Mr. Jensen. But nevertheless, even on a very small scale it is im- 
portant. 

Mr. Manon. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Jensen. And it is important from the standpoint of keeping 
the water where it falls and keeping the soil where it belongs, and 
also in keeping it out of the rivers and out of the dams that we are 
building all over the country. 

Mr. Manon. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. This committee has been very interested in seeing to 
it that if we appropriate money for the building of dams, the people in 
the watershed above that dam see to it that the least amount of silt is 
washed into that dam from their topsoil. 

Mr. Manon. Yes. In other words, you jeopardize the Federal in- 
vestment as well as the local investment. 

Mr. Jensen. While, at the same time, by that insistence we have 
been able to induce a mighty lot of farmers to do the thing they should 
do on their own farms in conserving their soil and their moisture. 

Mr. Manon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. So it is operated to their benefit because of the un- 
willingness of this committee to appropriate money for such things 
until and unless the people in the watershed were willing to do their 
part in holding the soil and the moisture where it belongs. 

[ am saying this, Mr. Mahon and Mr. Rogers, because I hope that 
you will see to it that the people who are interested in this project 
know about the position we take. 

Mr. Manon. Yes, we will make it a point to see that they know 
about it, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. And the quicker they can assure us that they are liv- 
ing up to their responsibility, as I have just recited, the quicker this 
committee will feel obligated to appropriate money for construction. 
It is just that simple. 

Mr. Manon. I am in sympathy with what you say, and our only 
object here really is to ask for sympathetic interest of the members of 
this subcommittee. 

Mr. Jensen. We are happy to have you. 

Mr. Manon. We proceed on that basis. 

Mr. Rogers. In keeping with your statement, Mr. Chairman, I 
think that you will find that the upper reaches of the Panhandle, of 
course, where the Canadian River is located, is such that it is level 
ground. It is just as level as it can be. Of course, we have terrific 
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winds up there, and the landowners have to engage in these soil con- 
servation projects to protect their land. I expect there is as high a 
percentage of farmers in that district following these conservation 
practices as in any other locality. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say that Walter Davis lives in Texas, and 
he is the president of the Soil Conservation Commissioners Association 
of America; and if everybody in Texas had soil conservation in their 
blood like Walter Davis has, I know that you would really be doing 
a creat job down there. 

[ understand, however, the people that are more greatly interested in 
the projects are the 11 cities who need this water. 


Mr. Roaers Yes. 
PURPOSE OF PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. Of course, it is a little unusual to appropriate great 
sums of money to furnish water to municipalities from Federal funds. 
I hope that you can prove to the committee that you want this water 

lso for irrigation, which is very essential. 

Now, how many acres does this project you propose irrigate ? 

Mr. Rogers. Let me make a point right there, Mr. Chairman, to 
clarify the situation. I have forgotten the exact number of acres. 

In the territory below the location of the dam project, most of 
which is in Mr. Mahon’s district, there is a tremendous amount of ir- 
rigation at the present time. The way that water table is lowering 
means that the cities or irrigators are going to have to get water 
from some other source because there are two drains on the same source, 
and it is not going to continue to supply both sources. 

Mr. Manon. Mr. Rogers is talking about the underground water 
which we use for irrigation. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. There is great irrigated territory out there now, and 
a great portion of this project will be devoted to providing for the 
cities that are now taking water from the underground sources that 
should be used for irrigation,. They drill their wells, and they can 
provide their irrigation right on their place. 

Recently approval was made for some loans to be granted in the 
Upper Panhandle where they have to go deeper for water and where 
there was a little trouble in justifying the cost, and that will be of 
creat help to irrigation in that section of the country—but water 
must be provided for the 11 cities so that a great amount of this present 
water supply can be devoted over to irrigation. 

I have the figures here somewhere of ‘the amount of the irr igation. 

Let me say this: that out of the amount proposed, $1,516,000 is to 
be repaid by irrigation. So there is not a great number of acres that 
will be irrigated out of this particular project, but the indirect benefit 
is the same. It is going to mean water for irrigation that would be 
otherwise required by the cities. 

Mr. Fenton. What phase is this project in? 

Mr. Manon. Advance planning, preconstruction planning, and 
there is $350,000, Doctor, in the budget for the work, and we w anted 
to express an interest in its because we consider it so vital. We also 
want some construction money. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the source of your drinking water now ? 
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Mr. Rocers. Underground. Of course, Doctor, you realize the 
‘at cost of pumping that as our population grows. Some of those 
cities have good pumping units at the present time. They will be 
continued, but at the present time they are having to ration water in 
many cities in west Texas, and inwestern Oklahoma, during the spring 
onths and clear through the fall. 

Mr. Fenton. It is certainly not a precedent project because I know 
of other areas that. Reclamation is interested in where they have built 
reservoirs just for drinking-water purposes for certain areas. 

Mr. Manon. It is kind of a dual type project which there is ample 
precedent for. 

Mr. Fenton. That is right. And certainly as a medical man, I 
know that they need good water for the citizens. 

Mr. Rogers. Doctor, this Canadian River is probably the only source 
of surface water that we have in that section of the country where you 
could build a reservoir and provide any source of supply of water, and, 
of course, the water that goes down the Canadian River is lost com- 
pletely unless something is done to stop it and to use it. 

Mr. Fenron. What is the population of those 11 cities? 

Mr. Rocers. I do not know offhand. 

Mr. Fenton. Approximately. 

Mr. Rogers. It is pretty sizable. In Amarillo and Lubbock, the 
two largest cities, that is upward of 180,000. Then Pampa and Borger 
bring it up over 200,000. That is four of the cities. Then your smaller 
cities like Plainview, Lamesa, Litterfield, and those towns. I have 
an idea it runs close to 300,000 or a little over. 

Mr. Fenton. How much rationing do you have to do there ? 

Mr. Rogers. I will tell you what they did in Amarillo last year 
to give you an idea. They fixed it so you could not water any shrubs on 
the even side of the street one day and could not water any shrubs on 
the other side of the street the next day. 

In my town of Pampa there have been times when they would 
prevent you from using water to wash your automobile or to water 
your yard or shrubbery, or anything, for a period as long as 3 months. 

Mr. Fenton. What about the drinking water? 

Mr. Rocers. They did not ration that. 

At Hobart, Okla., which is located not very far from us but over 
in the southern part of Oklahoma, just about even with this territory, 
they passed a city ordinance there making it a misdemeanor to have 
a leaky faucet in your house or to use a hose, making it a violation 
of criminal law. That is how serious the thing is getting. 

Mr. Fenton. Have the homes had to ration their drinking water? 

Mr. Rocers. So far as I know they have not been rationing drink- 
ing water. They are able to keep up with their peaks by cutting 
off this other use of the water and warning the people to be careful 
in their use of it for domestic purposes. 


CONSTRUCTION FUNDS DISALLOWED BY BUDGET BUREAU 


Mr. Jensen. According to the memo which I have here from the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the list of projects which the Bureau of 
Reclamation had requested construction money for in fiscal 1954, I see 
the Canadian River, Tex., and an appropriation for construction 
had been recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation in the amount 
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of $2 million, which apparently was disallowed by the Bureau of the 
Budget sometime before January 20, 1953. 

Mr. Manon. I think—in fact, I know when we were working on 

s thing last fall and talked with the Budget people, Walter and I 

d others, we did urge construction funds because we felt they could 
ertainly do what more planning was necessary along with the con- 

ruction program, and it is my understanding that the memo is 
ont, that a request Was made for construction money, I had not 
ecalled that it was $2 million. I thought it was a million and a half. 

Mr. JENSEN. It is $2 million according to the list. 

Mr. Manon. Yes; I am sure that is undoubtedly exactly correct. 
What the Bureau of the Budget did was to refuse to approve the 
ecommendation of the Bureau of Reclamation for construction funds. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right, and that was done sometime before 
lanuary 20 last. 

Mr. Manon. It was done—I do not know when we were notified. 


ACTION REQUESTED OF THE SUBCOMMITTEI 


Mr. Norreth, You have stated what you want us to do, but I would 
like for you to restate that now in conclusion, and in just as short 
language as you can, what you would like this committee to do that is 
not in line absolutely with the Budget recommendations, 

Mr. Manion. Here, of course, is what we would like to see the com 
mittee do—I believe Mr. Rogers and I agree. 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Manon. We would like to see the committee go along with the 
recommendation which the Bureau of Reclamation made last fall to 
the Budget—that we get the higher sum in order to get this project 
moving more quickly. That is what we are asking, appealing to you 
to do. 

Mr. Norrett, That is what you want first. 

Mr. Manon. That is the maximum we could have any basis of 
reason to request and appeal to you to do at this time. 

The next best thing would be a portion of that for construction, and 
the next best thing would be to approve the budget estimate, which 
is $350,000 for further preconstruction work. 

Mr. Norrety. That is your second ? 

Mr. Manon. Yes. 

Mr. Norreti. Number one, either go with the Interior budget last 
year, or, number two, approve what the Budget recommends this year ? 

Mr. Manon. Yes; that is our problem. That is right. 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Manon. We appreciate your generosity and kindness. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Manon. We were very much disturbed about this water thing, 

hich is vitally important, and that is the reason we came over. 

Mr. Jensen. We want you to know we are very happy you did come 
before the committee to enlighten us on this matter. 
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Monpbay, Marcu 23, 1953. 


BurorD-TRENTON PrROJEC! 


WITNESS 


HON. USHER L. BURDICK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 


Mr. JENSEN. We are pleased to have before the committee at this 
time our eood tr end and colleagwue, the Honorable Usher L. Burdick, 
of North Dakota. Mr. Burdick is very much interested in many 
problems, especially pertaining to irrigation, reclamation, and electric 
power. He has asked to come before this committee to expound some 
of his ideas regarding some of these things. 

Mr. Burdick, you may proceed with your statement. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Burpickx. What I asked you to appear here on this afternoon 
was in connection with the present operating irrigation projects in 
the vicinity of Williston. There are four projects out there, the lower 
Yellowstone, Buford-Trenton, Williston, and another authorized but 
not operating southeast of Williston. 

I understand it is pretty difficult to secure an appropriation that 
has not been recommended by the Bureau of the Budget, but 1 think 
the facts I want to present here indicate clearly the Bureau of the 
Budget did not know anything about this particular situation at the 
time the budget was made up. 

What I have reference to is, on the Buford-Trenton project the 
cutting of the river has endangered the whole program in that one 
irrigation district. Last year I personally examined the cutting of 
the river and discovered that the current was then only about 20 feet 
from the large pumping station installed by the Government at great 
expense. This was gradually eating into the plant. 

We were successful in getting the Army engineers to put up some 
money—I forget how much now, but $20,000 or $30,000—and they 
stopped that cutting near the plant for that season. 

Now, as you know, below every dam that is ever put across any river 
the country is more or less destroy ed, because, for instance, at W illis- 
ton, where we used to have one June rise every year which cut out our 
banks, now we have as many June rises as there are number of times 
that they open the dam at Fort Peck, so this river is constantly cutting. 

On my place alone this year I measured up how much land had 
been added, and there were 360 acres added to my original land be- 
cause it had been cut off from a little farther north and deposited on 
my place. But the river may change and cut it off and more with it. 
So there is nothing permanent about these additions. 

Where the pumping station is near Fort Buford, the river is 
threatening to take that project, and a little money should be appro- 
priated to ‘prevent that from happening. The irrigation project has 
been a huge success. The uplands this year produced 3 bushels per 
acre, and this land produced 40 bushels per acre. 

Mr. Jensen. That was wheat? 
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Mr. Burvicx. Wheat; yes. In my section of the river, which is be- 
low that about 25 miles, we do not have any irrigation operating, but 
t flooded last spring, and the floodwaters stayed on the land and the 

nd soaked them up, and we, without irrigation, produced 40 bushels 
per acre on that land. 

This irrigation project at Fort Buford, known as the Buford- 
frenton project, has been very much of a success from the beginning, 
and it would be a waste of Government funds to allow that thing 
to go to pot now because they need more mons y to revet that bank. I 
am sure you can find some way to put into that program enough 

oney to prevent the waste of that entire project. 


COST OF WORK PROPOSED 


Mr. Jensen. Has an estimate been made of the amount of money 
that would be needed to do that? 

Mr. Burpicx. The Bureau of Reclamation, in response to my ques- 
tioning, said that there is no question about the necessity of the work 
there right at this moment, but said, “We cannot recommend it since 
it is not in the budget, but if we are given a chance to answer your 
questions, we will confirm everything you have said.” 

Mr. Jensen. As you know, bank-erosion control, generally speak 
ng, is provided by the Civil Functions Committee on Appropriations 
for the Army engineers to expend. Do you contend that this com- 
mittee could eae appropriate money for the Buford-Trenton 
project which could be expended for the thing that you want cor 
rected ? 

Mr. Burpick. I think they can, because this was a reclamation 
project in the beginning. 


GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 


Mr. Jensen. In 1948 Congressman Fenton, Congressman Scliwabe, 
and myself, in company with a number of people from the Bureau of 
Reclamation and you, Congressman Burdick, drove over the Buford- 
Trenton Project, and I must say in all honesty, we were greatly im- 
pressed by this fine project. How many acres, approximately, are 
there in the Buford-Trenton i irrigration project / 

Mr. Buroick. I think there are about 14,000 acres now. 

Mr. Jensen. And most of the settlers there are veterans, are they 
not / 

Mr. Burnick. Practically all of them. 

Mr. Jensen. They went onto that land before it received irrigation, 
they borrowed money and built their homes, bought machinery, and 
have gotten along very fine because the water which was put on 
that land has enabled them to produce so abundantly ? 

Mr. Burvick. They have paid their reclamation fees, and outside 
of one or two that were sick, I think every one of those boys on that 
project has plenty of money in the bank. The business people _— 
highly of them, because they made their own way, and they did i 
when we were paying $570 per family to keep them on relief: sta 
during that period they made a success. 











RIVER BANK STABILIZATION WORK REQUESTED 


Mr. Jensen. Explain again, if you will, so that this committee will 
get a clear picture of a problem that you have. The stream is cut 
ting away the bank at a certain point ? 

Mr. Burvicx. This map shows the course of the river. If you look 
at Fort Buford, that is where the plant is. That X is Fort Buford, 
and X2 is whe re the pumping plant is. 

Mr. Jensen. That is on the Pelicwatnds River ? 

Mr. Burpick. Tu: it is on the Missouri. 

Mr. Jensen. The Yellowstone empties into it? 

Mr. Burpick. Pretty soon. 

Mr. Jensen. Just below that ? 

Mr. Burpick. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. This PUMpINE P lant is on the main stem of the Mis- 
sourl River, and that is the ‘s ant which pumps the water into the 
irrigation canal. From that we irrigation canal which runs many 
miles downstream, the water is run off into the laterals which irrigate 
approximately 14,000 acres? 

Mr. Burpick. Now, they have authorized more but have never fin- 
ished it up. 

Mr. Jensen. Approximately how many acres of land does each 
irrigator have? 

Mr. Burpicx. I imagine the average is about 80 acres. 

Mr. Jensen. As I remember, that is right, 80 acres. So, if this 
pumping station were destroyed, it would affect approximately 
families ? 

Mr. Burpickx. Yes, and with a big investment in each one, because 
they operate with machinery instead of horses. As to the amount 

of money necessary to keep that from destroying the plant, the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation knows all about it. They know about what it 
would take. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, you may be sure that this committee will get 
the information from the Bureau of Reclamation about this matter. 
und also a close estimate of the amount of money that would be 
needed to riprap that bank in such a way that that pumping station 
will be protected. After all, it cost us a lot of money originally to 
put this project into operation, and to lose that now for the sake of 
a few thousand dollars would be pennywise and pound foolish. 

Mr. Burpicx. We have $5 million invested in the 3 projects right 
now. 

When I asked 2 years ago for the Bureau of Reclamation to make 
money available to stop this cutting, they said they did not have 
any money to allocate to that. I appealed to the Army engineers and 
told them the truth, which did not sound very well to them, that 
by reason of their dam at Fort Peck it was causing this extra erosion 
of the riverbank, and I thought there was an obligation on their part 
to put some money to save this plant, because if there was no dam 
there it would never have happened. I have lived there 50 years, and 
we did not lose much by erosion because we only had high water once 
a year, and the ground was frozen. 

So I told them if they would put in $50,000 that could be stopped. 
I had an estimate from the local Government men in charge. They 
allocated $20,000, or maybe a little more, and they did the best they 
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could with that, but they did not do enough, and now it looks like it 
will have to be done again. All they did was drive some posts and 
anchor some logs to keep the river from voing farther toward the 
powerhouse, but this whole bank should have been taken care of from 
a distance farther up the river. 

I imagine the Reclamation Bureau will tell you it will take $40,000 
to do it now, but they had better have enough to do it, because the 
Great Northern has a railroad there, and they take care of their banks. 
If they did not the railroad would go out. We should do the same 
thing with the Government plant. 

That is the only purpose for which I appeared here, to call your 
attention to that bad situation and ask you to work it out the best way 
you can. 

Mr. JENSEN. We will look right into it, Mr. Burdick, and we want to 
thank you for appearing before the committee to inform us about this 
thing. 

Mr. Burpick. Personally, it does not mean a thing to me, but I rep- 
resent everybody in North Dakota, no matter what their trouble 1s, 
and this is one of them. 

Mr. Jensen. And I will say that you do a good job. 

Mr. Burpickx. Well, I try to. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 


Tuespay, Marcu 24, 1953. 
NatcHez TRACE PARKWAY 
WITNESSES 


HON. THOMAS G. ABERNETHY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 

HON. JOHN BELL WILLIAMS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 


Mr. JENSEN. We are glad to see our good friends and colleagues, 
Congressman Abernethy, of Mississippi, and Congressman John Bell 
Williams, of Mississippi, here this morning. I believe you gentlemen 
wish to talk about the Natchez Trace project? 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Apernetuy. That is right, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Williams and 
I are here in the interest of the item for the Natchez Trace. Mr. Jones, 
of Alabama, is also interested in the item, and so is Mr. Priest, of 
Tennessee. Both of these gentlemen are this morning appearing be- 
fore other committees. They had scheduled appearances before the 
other committees before this item was set. They asked that I express 
their interest in this matter and that they be permitted to file 
statements. 

If I may say first, I know this is a year when we are trying to do a 
lot of cutting of Federal expenditures. I think you know, Mr. Chair- 
man, that Mr. Williams and I have supported as many, if not more, 
amendments on the side of economy that have been offered in the last 
few years on the floor of the House as any other Members. 
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Mr. Jensen. I am well aware of that fact. 

Mr. Anernetuy. We have, and we are proud of our record in behalf 
of economy. 

However, we — we have been thrown a curve on this particular 
appropriation, not by the Committee on Ap propriations, nec essarily, 
but by the Bureau of the Budget. 

The Natchez Trace is a national oars iy which was authorized in 
1934. Legislation to authorize the Natchez Trace had been pending 
before the Congress for several years pr ior to 1934. 

The trace is a national parkway, a historical parkway, extending 
150 miles, from Nashville, Tenn., to historic Natchez, Miss. 

The object of the trace is not necessarily to build a road or highway 
for the convenience of the traveling public but to perpetuate the early 
history of our section of the country. I shall not go into the historical 
details at this time, although they are very interesting. 

The trace has definitely been the ste pe ‘hild of this C ongress. Even 
though it is 450 miles long, and although it was authorized 19 years 
ago, only 64 miles of it have been completed. As I told this committee 
vear before last, if the Congress is going to piddle along with it as we 
have in the past, we might as well quit the thing. I am serious about 
that, because under the present procedure and present appropriations, 

will take 130 years to complete it. We have completed only one- 
seventh of it in 19 years. 

The Budget Bureau has sent over an item of about $711,000. I hesi- 
tate to say that we might as well have nothing at all, because we can 
use the $711,000. 

Mr. Jensen. The exact figure, Congressman Abernethy, is $651,000 
for construction. 

Mr. Anernetruy. Then, I gave them credit for too much. If it is 
only $651,000, while we would rather have a bone than nothing, we 
really might as well have nothing at all as $651,000. 

Here is the situation: There are 7914 miles of that trace now ready 
for paving. Some of it has been ready, the dirtwork finished and the 
bridgework finished, since as far back as 1941, waiting on money to 
pave it. The winds and rains, year in and year out, have turned these 
roadbeds into dustbeds or mudholes. Every year money is spent to 
restore the roadbeds that have been washed away, all with the hope 
that one of these days money will be made available to pave these 
portions so long ready for pavement. 

It has been 16 years since 26.3 miles of that trace was completed— 
that is, the roadbed was completed—in the vicinity of French Camp, 
Miss. We have been waiting on Congress for money to pave it. In 
addition to the 79.5 miles that are ready for paving there are 19.5 
miles almost ready, or a total of 99 miles now ready or approximately 
ready for paving. 

Ap propriations have been withheld on this project on the ground 
the project is not in the interest of national defense. If all appropria- 
tions had been made on that basis, I would not quarrel with it, but 
they have not. Furthermore, the Natchez Trace has not received the 
treatment other national parkways have received at the hands of this 
Coneress. 

The Skyline Drive, authorized in 1941 which is 100 miles long, has 
been completed. The entire Blue Ridge Parkway of 480 miles, which 
was authorized just a year or two be fore the trace, is 330 miles com- 
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pleted. ‘The Baltimore-Washington Parkway, 18 miles in length, au- 
thorized in 1950, is for all practical purposes completed. All of these 
parkways with the exception of the trace have made substantial 
progress. 

We are beginning to wonder, in all seriousness, if the trace is just 
located in the wrong section of the country. I hate to say it, but I 
am afraid this is the trouble. Our colleague, Mr. Norrell, in 1952 
inheeragenes some of the Park Service people along that line, and they 
said so far as they were concerned, that was not the reason. They 

isi they were seeking more money from the Bureau of the Budget, 
and the Bureau of the Budget would not authorize it. 

When the trace was authorized by this Congress, the Congress made 
a certain solemn commitment and promise to the States, and the States 
accepted it. It was all done in good faith. The Federal Government, 
through the Congress, proposed to the States, first, that the States 
should purchase and give to the Government the rights-of-way. Now, 
what have we done about it? 

In the State of Tennessee, where 100.8 miles of the trace are located, 
the State of Tennessee has with its money purchased 36.3 miles and 
turned it over to the Government. 

Alabama has with its money purchased one-third of the mileage in 
that State and turned it over to the Federal Government. 

In Mississippi we have with our money purchased 151 miles of 
right-of-way and turned it over to the Federal Government. In addi- 
tion, we have purchased 55.2 miles which we have paid for and are now 
holding, ready to be curned over to the Federal Government, or a total 
of 206.2 miles. There are 110.3 miles in our State yet to be purchased 
which we are ready a willing to acquire. 

Most of the right-of-way has been obtained. We have spent our 
money for it, and we spent it many years ago. We are living up to 
our agreement. Yet the Federal Government continues to piddle 
along with the thing all because the Congress consistently refuses to 
made adequate appropriations. 

In 1953, $410,000 was appropriated, not enough to set the machinery 
up on the highway. 

In 1952, $800,000 was appropriated. 

In 1951, only $1,200,000 was appropriated. 

In 1950, $1,900,000 was appropriated. 

In 1949 there was not a dollar appropriated. 

In 1948 there was not a dollar appropriated. 

In 1947 there was was a reasonably good appropriation of $4,400,000, 
which is the only year that an appropriation of any real consequence 
has been made by the Congress for the construction of this parkway. 

I think that bears out what I said in the first part of my statement, 
that the parkway has been a stepchild of the Congress of the United 
States, and I feel that if we are ever to complete the thing we ought 
to make some headway or repudiate the proposal we made the States 
and let them build it heteatis lves if they can. 

In discussing this matter with Park Service officials, they have as- 
sured me that “they are now ready to move into a construction pro- 
gram which would require a minimum sum of $7,041,200. They could 
actually use over $9 million now, but they definitely need $7,041,200. 
It is not my purpose to suggest to this committee what it should in its 
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judgment appropriate. I leave that to your wisdom and your judg- 
ment and the fair treatment I know you will give us on this particular 
item. I think this project has been piddled along with long enough. 
I hope sooner or later we will begin to make real progress on the 
parkway. If we do not, I think we ought to let the people know that 
we are not going to. 


I believe that is all I have to say, unless you have some questions. 


LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF PARKWAY 


Mr. Jensen. Is there another Federal highway paralleling any- 
where near this parkway from Natchez to Nashville? 

Mr. Anernetuy. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. The Natchez trace, then, from Natchez to Nashville, 
is the principal highway between those two points / 

Mr. Arerneriy. No. There is no highway between those two 
points. It will be the only one. 

Mr. Jensen. It is supposed to be the principal highway between 
those two points / 

Mr. Asernetruy. Yes. The Park Service do not regard parkways 
as highways. For instance, they do not permit any kind of heavy 
truck traffic on the portion of the trace that is completed, and will not 
permit heavy traffic on the trace when and if it is completed. The 64 
miles between Kosciusko, Miss., and Ridgeland, Miss., is used more 
or less for parkway purposes and is patroled by park police. 

Mr. Jensen. There is only a small portion of this road that runs 
through a national park? 

Mr. Anernetiy. It is itself a national park. 

Mr. Jensen. The entire area? 

Mr. Anerneruy. Yes. In some places it is, I understand, more 
than a mile wide. They have taken in the historical sites of the 
Choctaws and Chickasaw Indians, sites of the old French and Spanish 
settlers, the points of interest of other early settlers. Naturally they 
had to build more than a highway. So the right-of-way is very wide. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you know how much the Park Service requested 
for this Natchez Trace for fiscal 1954? 

Mr. Anernetuy. No, sir, I do not know how much they requested 
for 1954. Last fall, when I talked with Mr. Tolson of the Park 
Service, he provided me with a letter setting forth their current 
needs. Ihave just referred to that letter, and the figure was $7,041,200. 
He breaks down the projects they are now waiting for money to 
complete. 

Mr. Jensen. Are tolls to be charged on this road when it is com- 
pleted / 

Mr. Anernetuy. They charge a toll, as I recall, on Skyline Drive 
and Blue Ridge Parkway, but it is a small toll, simply for the purpose 
of having police supervision over the people who use it. In other 
words, you purchase a permit for 10 or 15 cents to travel over the 
parkway at Skyline Drive when you enter the gate, and in considera- 
tion of their issuing the permit you agree to abide by certain regula- 
tions, and so forth. 

Mr. Jensen. No heavy traffic is permitted on this highway ? 

Mr. Anerneruy. No truck traffic at all is permitted. 
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Mr. Jensen. Then they must have another highway between those 
two points. 

Mr. Anernetiy. Well, there are highways leading to each. But 

ere is no direct highw iV between Natchez and Nashville. 

Mr. Wiriuiams. That will be the only road in Mississippi from the 
northy est corner to the southwest corner. It will run diagonally 

ross the State. 

Mr. Anernernuy. I think it should be said this parkway was not 
uithorized for the purpose of necessarily providing means of travel 
from Nashville to Natchez, Miss. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand that. This is a parkway. Some folks 
may call it a trail. We have many trails in our national parks, as 
vou know, in addition to the Federal roads and State roads that run 
through the parks. Then we also have trails which are used ex- 
| sively for the benefit of visitors to the parks to gel from one place 
of interest to another, and that, apparently, is the purpose of this 
road. 

Mr. Apernetiry. It does not make sense to me or that it is good 

siness for the Government to piddle along with the thing and con 
struct only one-seventh of it in 19 years. At that rate it will require 
about 130 years to finish it. That is what it will take at the present 
schedule of construction. I think it would be good business to Say 
so right now if we intend to finish it in our day. If we do not, let 


Ss say So. 
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST AND APPROPRIATIONS TO DATE 


Mr. Jensen. I understand the estimated cost of this parkway is 
$94,726,060, and we have appropriated through 1953, $17,256,390, leav- 
ing a balance of $77,439,670, which, of course, is quite a sum. This 
committee has its hands tied. It 1s not often that this committee goes 
above the budget request. We have done it on occasions. 

Mr. Anernetuy. Incidentally, the committee went slightly above 
the budget request year before last and gave us $800,000. I do not 
recall just what the budget request was. 


CONSTRUCTION SPEEDUP REQUESTED 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Williams, did you have anything to add to what 
Mr. Abernethy said ‘ 

Mr, Witiiams. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Abernethy has presented a very 
clear and comprehensive picture of the situation as it relates to the 
Natchez Trace Parkway. I doubt if I could add anything to his testi- 
mony except to say that I agree with every statement that he has made 
to the committee. 

I question, of course, the propriety of continuing to string this mat- 
ter out over a period of 10 to 25 to 50 more years. I would say defi- 
nitely that 1t would be poor business on the part of the Government 
to do that, and would certainly not effect any economy in the building 
of this parkway. 

I agree with Mr. Abernethy when he says that Congress should de- 
termine now, once and for all, whether it intends to go ahead and com- 
plete this parkway in the foreseeable future. If it does not, then some 
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arrangement should be made for dropping the matter entirely, either 
turning the land back over to the States and making a State highway 
out of it, or just abandoning the project completely. 

I would like, in connection with my testimony, to insert in the record 
a copy of a resolution of the Natchez Trace Association, which was 
recently forwarded to me by Mrs. Ferriday Byrnes, president of the 
Mississippi division of the Natchez Trace Association. Also, if it is 
permissible, I would like to include a set of figures forwarded to me by 
this same association, which is entitled, “Natchez Trace Parkway, 
Construction That Can Be Started in Fiscal Year 1954 on Lands in 
Federal Ownership.” ‘Those figures were sent to me without any 
explanation as to where they came from, so I presume they were 
worked up by the Natchez Trace Association. 

Mr. Anernetuy. If you will permit a correction, they were really 
prepared in the National Park Service. 

Mr. Witutams. Thank you very much for that information. TI am 
sure the figures are correct. 

Mr. JENSEN. Without objection, this material may be inserted in the 
record, 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Whereas the famous and historic Natchez Trace Parkway is a 448-mile road- 
way extending from Nashville, Tenn., through Alabama, to the Mississippi River 
bridge at Natchez, Miss. ; and 

Whereas apart from its national value as a great historic parkway, the Natchez 
Trace, when completed, will vastly relieve congestion on our already overcrowded 
highways, and in this regard will be even more necessary in time of war than 
in peace; and 

Whereas the Federal Government has already expended $14,286,000 on con- 
struction of this parkway, the project being approximately one-fourth complete; 
and 

Whereas the Mississippi Highway Department has spent $1,379,914 in pur- 
chasing 195 miles of the Trace rights-of-way in Mississippi, and has conveyed 
145 miles to the Federal Government; and 

Whereas on 33 miles of this right-of-way in Mississippi no construction at all 
has been started and 48 miles of grading work has not been paved; and 

Whereas in Alabama and Tennessee 46 miles of grading’ construction remains 
unpaved; and 

Whereas in accordance with acts of Congress and laws of the States of Missis- 
sippi, Alabama, and Tennessee, the National Park Service of the United States 
Department of the Interior has agreed to construct and develop the Natchez 
Trace Parkway on parkway lands as soon as acquired by the cooperating States, 
and conveyed to the United States; and 

Whereas we have been informed that only $711,000 has been recommended for 
the Natchez Trace Parkway congressional appropriation for 1953, a wholly in- 
adequate amount which would bring to a distastrous and wasteful sti indstill 
almost all progress on this great project; and 

Whereas other parkways are scheduled to receive far larger amounts in this 
same appropriation: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Mississippi congressional delegation and the governors of 
the cooperating States be urged to present to the appropriate committees of Con- 
gress, and to the National Park Service and Bureau of Public Roads, the need 
for expediting construction on the Natchez Trace Parkway to facilitate its use 
for interregional travel and recreational purposes, and to supplement the trans- 
portation and communication requirements of the national defense. 

Mississrpprt Division, NATCHEZ TRACE ASSOCIATION, 
By Roane F. BYRNEs, 
Mr. FrerripAy Byrnes, President. 


' 
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Vatchez Trace Parkway construction that can be started in fiscal year 1954 on 
lands in Federal ownership 


Adams and Jefferson Counties, Miss., sec. 3-W, new U. S. 61 to 
Mississippi Highway 553 (old Highway 61), 12 miles (grading, 


gravel base, and structures completed), bituminous surfacing $218, 800 
Attela and Choctaw Counties, Miss., secs. 3-J, 3-K, and 3—L, Mis 

sissippi Highway 12 to Chester-Tomolen Rd., 25 miles (grading and 

structures completed), bituminous surfacing 686, 800 
Choctaw County, Miss., sec. 3-H, Chester-Tomolen Rd. 


» United States Highway 82, 13 miles (no construction 
started) : 
Grading, drainage, and gravel hase $1, 520, 000 
Bridges and grade separations (17) 956, 900 
2. 476, 900 
Webster and Clay Counties, Miss., sec. 3-G, U. S. 82 to 
Clay-Chicksaw line, 17 miles (no construction started) : 
Grading, drainage, and gravel base 1, 951, 300 
Bridges and grade separations (18) 1, 053, 700 
- 8, 005, 000 
Lee County, Miss., sec. 3—D, Pontocola to U. S. 45, 16 miles 
11 miles of grading completed ) 
Grading, completion 565, 900 
Bridges and grade separations (11) 939, 400 
1, 505, 300 
Lauderdale County, Ala., see. 2-A, Waterloo Rd. to Ala 
bama-Tennessee line, 10 miles (grading and gravel base 
completed ) : 
3 bridges . : = 244, 100 
situminous surfacing ___- 162, 600 
eee 406, 700 
Wayne County, Tenn., secs. 1-H and 1-J, Alabama-Tennessee line 
to U. S. 64, 28 miles (grading, structures, and gravel base com- 
pleted), bituminous surfacing- j atin : 557, 200 
Lawrence County, Tenn., sec. 1-G, U. 8S. 64 to Little Buffalo River, 
8 miles (grading and gravel base completed), grade separation 


PFGE 1S) dmc , Semana 212, 500 
Total for parkway road work s 3 9, 250, 400 
Minor nonhighway construction in Mississippi and Tennessee to pro- 
vide operating and public-use facilities 22 400, 000 
Total for expediting Natchez Trace work___- 9, 650, 400 


Mr. Wriiutams. I would like to make one more brief observation 
n connection with this matter. 

Mr. Abernethy and I would be dishonest if we attempted to present 
this to you as a defense project. However, its potential value to the 
national defense can be very readily seen by looking at a map of the 
United States with the trace route marked thereon. It would be the 
easiest and most accessible route from Nashville and the atomic-bomb 
project to Natchez and New Orleans and the Gulf coast. I wanted 
to make that comment on the extent to which the project would con- 
tribute to the national defense effort in case of a national emergency. 

We appreciate the privilege of appearing before you, and feel sure 
the committee will give the matter the consideration it deserves. 

Mr. Kirwan. How much will it cost to complete the project? 

Mr. Apernetuy. $94 million. 

Mr. Kirwan. It was authorized first in 1943? 

Mr. Apernetuy. In 1934; 19 years ago. 

Mr. Kirwan. At the rate you have been going, do you not think 
maybe Congress has got this in mind, that it will be a wonderful 
thing to have completed at the turn of the 21st century. We are a 
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great country for construction; our methods of construction are so 
fast that I think about the turn of the next century this project will 
be about completed, at the rate we are going now. 

Mr. Aperneriy. Yes: and, of course, it might be added that if 
adequate appropriations had been made in the thirties before World 
War II broke out and immediately thereafter, this thing could have 
been completed at half the amount it will now cost. 

Mr. Kirwan. $400 million is being spent on a highway in Ohio 
that is expect c 
finished in 4 years. Mach vear the cost of materials is voing up, and 

will run way over the estimate. 


to be finished in 18 months. so this could have been 


WORK PROPOSED IN 954 BUDGET 


Mr. Norretu. | notice in this budget estimate justification that the 
work they have done in Alabama and Tennessee is deteriorating. 

Mr. Aserneruy. [f you would yield for an interruption, I would 
like to say that applies also to 7914 miles that are now and have been 
ready for paving for many years, some of it as far back as 1941. 

Mr. Norrexti. Did the Park Service make a request for that money / 

Mr. Anernetruy. They told me they asked the Budget for it. 

Mr. Norreti. They made a statement that the amount of $651,000 
in this estimate will provide for paving the first unit of the parkway 
in Tennessee and Alabama, which was started in 1940, and that com- 
pletion of this work would give impetus toward the acquisition of 
additional rights-of-way for construction in those States. How many 
miles are in that gravel stretch between Alabama and Tennessee ? 

Mr. Avernetuy. I do not know that I can answer that, Mr. Norrell. 
[ am not too good at reading one of these maps. 

Mr. Norreu. I see other items in the road which seem to be graded. 
but none are gravel except that stretch, and I believe the budget esti- 
mate is to be used in that area. 

Mr. Asernetuy. That is correct. 

Mr. Chairman, may I express my thanks for the consideration you 
and your committee have given us. 

Mr. WitutaMms. I join in stating my appreciation also. 


Turspay, Marcu 24, 1953. 
CotumBia BAstn ProsEects 


WITNESSES 


HON. HAL HOLMES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

JAY PERRY, CHAIRMAN, KENNEWICK PROJECT COMMITTEE 

J. A. WEBER, WASHINGTON STATE COLUMBIA BASIN COMMISSION 

HUBERT H. WALTER, WASHINGTON STATE COLUMBIA BASIN COM- 
MISSION 


Mr. Jensen. We are glad to see our friend and colleague, Congress- 
man Hal Holmes, of Washington, before the committee. Mr. Holmes, 
I believe you want to talk about the Columbia Basin project ? 
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Mr. Homes. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Lf you will permit me, I will 
testify for a few minutes, and then Mr. Perry and the two gentle 
men from the Columbia Basin Commission are on their way over. 

Mr. Jensen. That is fine. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 
COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT 


Mr. Hoi MES. Th: unk you so mu h for the op portunity of appeal ing 
before you. I have appeared before you many times for appropria 

ons for the Columbia Basin project, lhe vast extent of its acreage is 
almost wholly located within the boundaries of the Fourth Congres 
sional District. The Government has a huge investment in that area. 
You are familiar with the construction of the Coulee Dam and the mil 
lions and millions of dollars invested in the construction of the irriga 
tion canals and laterals that are now bringing water to the dry lands of 
the Columbia Basin. A year ago this May we had the famous “farm 
ina day” celebration in that area; a young veteran was moved upon hi 
farm and the farm was brought into cultivation in 1 day. 

It is necessary that the project be continued in its construction. 
[ am sure that the committee is aware of the details of its engineering 
plan. This committee has played a most vital part in providing 
funds for this great development. I congratulate you and want to 
express to you my appreciation. It is my sincere hope, and I urge 
you as strongly as possible to grant the necessary funds to provide 
for the continuation of the construction of the project, all of which 
are reimbursable. The original budget recommendation is for $21.- 
930,000 for such a purpose. You know there have been much larger 

ppropriations made in the past for this project. However, this is 
all that is necessary this year to keep up the balanced schedule of the 
project, and to continue on with the engineering plans and the con- 
struction of the canals that are already under way, which will bring 
more land under irrigation. 

The tremendous increase in population that this district has experi- 
enced through the past few years, amounting to a net increase of 
15.6 percent, is indicative of the rapid development that is taking place 
throughout the Fourth Congressional District of the State of Wash- 
ington. 

KENNEWICK DIVISION, YAKIMA PROJECT 


The Kennewick division of the Yakima project was authorized by 
the 80th Congress by my own bill, H. R. 5945, to bring about the 
expansion of the Yakima project. All members of your committee, 
with the possible exception of 1 or 2 who may be new, are very familiar 
with the details of this expansion program. Your good chairman, 
Mr. Ben Jensen, has always been vitally interested in this project as 
well as your former chairman, Mr. Kirwan, and all of you. The 
reason for its extreme importance is based upon the fact that the 
Hanford Engineer Works, through Government condemnation, took 
out of existence many thousands of acres of irrigated land in that 
area. This expansion was brought into being to try and reestablish 
the economic balance in the agricultural economy in that area. 
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It is now _under way with an appropriation of $1,500,000 granted 
in last year’s fiscal appropriations, and I urge your committee to do 
everything at your command to follow up the appropriation of moneys 
for = continuance of its construction. The original budget estima- 
tion is $4 million for the coming year. I hope and urge this sum 
will be granted for moving this program along. The project is as 
sound as any that is under way in the entire country. Every cent of 
these funds is reimbursable. 


ROZA DIVISION, YAKIMA PROJECT 


As you are well aware, the Roza division of the Yakima is prac- 
tically completed. The settlers are very anxious that the powerplant 
used for pumping their water in various sections of the project be 
built. There has been an allowance made in the budget of $893,656 
to start construction of this plant. It is a part of the project itself 
and was in the original engineering specifications of the project. The 
revenue derived from any sale of excess power is to be used to help 
amortize the construction cost of the project. This is important, 
because the project did get caught in high construction costs during 
the war, which put additional burdens on the shoulders of the farmers 
in the payoff program. All these funds are reimbursable. 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


This year the people of my area are looking forward to the comple- 
tion of the MeNary lock and dam, which has an ultimate installed 
capacity of 980,000 kilowatts. The first generators are scheduled to go 
on the line this year. They will help relieve the power shortage from 
which the region has suffered for many years. However, I do want 
to emphasize this power is already sold. There is an amount of some 
$5,974,000 in the overall requests of Bonneville for 1954 involved in 
powerlines in the Fourth Congressional District of the State of 
Vashington. 

Following this testimony you will find a listing of these lines in 
that area. The great bulk of the funds requested by Bonneville for 
1954, which incidentally is 21 percent less than the amount voted by 
Congress for 1953, will be used for the construction of transmission 
lines and substations and additions to capital plant. 

The first customer, among the many distributed between private 
companies and public-owned utilities and large industrial concerns, 
is the Atomic Energy Commission with their tremendous plant at 
Hanford, which is in my congressional district. You are undoubtedly 
aware of the expansion going on at Hanford under the Atomic Energy 
Commission and know of its vast importance in supplying plutonium. 

I urgently request your committee grant the funds for the items 
listed in this construction program for the Fourth District. We in 
the Pacific Northwest have had a terrific increase in population and 
industrial development. The sale of our power has brought net rev- 
enues into the Treasury of the United States Government. 

I want to thank you very much for the opportunity of appearing 


before you. 
(The matter referred to above follows :) 
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ROZA DIVISION POWERPLANT 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. are you spoke of a powerplant out in Roza. 

Mr. Hotmes. Yes, si 

Mr. Jensen. What is the purpose of that powerplant? 

Mr. Hotmes. To prov ide power for irr igation. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the estimated cost of that plant? 

Mr. Hotes. I think approximately $2 million or $214 million. 

Mr. Jensen. Why is it necessary to build a powerplant on the Roza 
Division when you can purchase Bonneville power so cheaply ? 

Mr. Houtmers. Because they can manufacture power for irrigation 
and pumping, plus the fact that any surplus power that they sell out 
side out of the pumping period to a private company or any concern 
brings in revenue of around $40,000 a year, which is the best estimate 
we can arrive at, to help amortize the construction cost of the project. 

Mr. Jensen. I presume this is a steam plant? 

Mr. Hormes. No, it is water, hydro. It is from water right out of 
the main canal of the irrigation system of the project already built. 

Mr. Jensen. How can you expect to produce power as cheaply 
there at that powerplant as you can buy it from the Bonneville Power 
Administration, which will sell you power for around 2 mills a kilo- 
watt? You cannot purchase power for less money than that. 

Mr. Hotmes. No, I agree with you, Mr. Chairman, but on the other 
hand they can make money off of the surplus power they can sell over 
power they use to irrigate the land in the off-pumping season. That 
is, the district itself can. 

Mr. Jensen. I do not think we want to put the district in the power 
business, Mr. Holmes. When you can buy power as cheaply as you 
can at this time from the Bonneville Power Administration it just 
appears to me that we could use that money to a better advantage for 
irrigation purposes than for this powerplant, which is estimated to 
cost $2,677,000. If that statement is not correct, I would like to 
know why. 

Mr. Houaes. I was thinking primarily, Mr. Chairman, of the earn- 
ing power of the powerplant over the years. 
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Mr. Jensen. But we do not want to put the irrigation district in 
the power business. 

Mr. Hotmes. Of course, they will not be in the power business. 
They will use this power for pumping and any surplus power they 
would have out of pumping season would be sold to help amortize 
the construction cost. 

Mr. Jt NSEN. As you know, I have gvone along and leaned over back- 
ward for the Kennewick project and the Roza project and, in fact, 
for the whole Cotamibs i Basin project. We have not. up to this time, 
put any section of the Columbia River project in the hydroelectric 
business, and I believe we are starting a precedent here, if we do this, 
that would not square with the consensus of the Congress. 

Mr. Hotmes. Well, of course, you understand, Mr. Chairman, that 
these little plants and these little projects are not going to be of any 
reat use as sources of power, except what they use in the projects, 
ind then what they can sell over that will help to amortize the projects. 
The v are very small plants. 

Mr. Jensen. I recognize that; they would have to be with a cost of 
only $2,677,000. That is a very small hydroelectric powerplant. 

Mr. Hotes. Yes, very small. It will be used primarily and basic- 
ally for pumping water on the project. Only that what’s left after 
pumping would be available for sale, which would not amount to much. 
The major and basic use of this plant is for the pumping of water for 
the irrigation project itself. That is the main purpose of the plant. 
There are places on the project where pumping is necessary. 

Mr. Jensen. We have great powerplants that furnish power to a 
complete valleywide irrigation project. We have such plants in 
operation now, but to go in and furnish a power plant just for one 
segment of a big irrigation project, I think is not customary. 

Mr. Hotmes. Well, Mr. Chairman, I just want to call your atten- 
tion to the fact that the plant in the Roza Division was in the original 
specifications of the project. It isnot an addition. I was contained in 
the original specifications of the project, and, as I say, it is used for 
pumping. 

Mr. Jensen. This is the first request that has been made to this 
committee or to Congress for construction funds for those powerplants. 

Mr. Hotmes. Yes: it is on the Roza. 

Mr. Jensen. All right; thank you, Mr. Holmes. 

Mr. Hotmes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
committee. 


KENNEWICK DIVISION 


Mr. Perry here has come all the way from his hometown of Kenne- 
wick to testify before you on the Kennewick Division of the Yakima 
project. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Perry, we are glad to see you again. 

Mr. Perry. Iam glad to be here. 

Mr. Jensen. I have seen you not only here in Washington, but in 
your own bailiwick, and it is good to see you again. 

Mr. Perry. Thank you. 

As you gentlemen know, I represent the community there around 
Kennewick, and I am happy to come back to you about the Kennewick 
unit of the Yakima project. 


8] 


I thought I could better give the picture of the thing by bringing a 
few maps along which I have done. I have a prepared statement 
which will cover about the same points, but I will tell you what the 
thing actually looks like. 


(The statement submitted by Mr. Perry follows. ) 


STATEMENT OF JAY PERRY, CHAIRMAN, KENNEWICK PROJECT COMMITTE 

1 am here, representing the citizens of Kennewick, to ask your committee to 
vive consideration to the matter of making further funds available to continue 
onstruction on the Kennewick unit of the Yakima project 

Kirst, I would like to briefly tell you where this project is located, then 
omething about the project, and why we are urging continual appropriations 
to complete it. 

The Kennewick unit of the Yakima project is located in Benton County in 
the southeastern part of the State of Washington, near the confluence of the 
Columbia, Snake, and Yakima Rivers. The area occupied by the Hanford 
plant of the Atomic Energy Commission lies just north of the project lhe 
towns of Kennewick, Pasco, and Richland are within or just outside its bound 

‘ies. Downstream about 20 miles is McNary Dam 

The project was authorized in 1948 by Congress in Holmes bill, H. R. 5945 
it consists of 19,171 acres of land, of which 4,637 acres are presently irrigated 
by pumping. The estimated cost as of 1952 is $12,648,557, all of which is reim 
bursable to the Federal Government. There has been spent on project investi 


gation, definite planning report, and preliminary design, $317,000, and $1,500,000 

as appropriated for the fiscal year of 1955 

At the present time a contractor is working on the Chandler Canal, a supply 
contract for the generators, turbines, and pumps has been let, and the Bureau 
will be prepared to let a contract on the main canal in April. 

Prior to 1945 this was primarily an agriculture area; today we have only a 
small part of our former irrigated lands left. Government acquisition in the 
ast 10 years has taken over 300,000 acres of Benton County, almost one-third 
of the total area of the county. Included in this area were all of two irrigation 
districts and part of a third. The building of the Kennewick unit will barely 
estore the irrigated lands that have been taken out of production 

The development of the lands of this project will also result in the production 
of 12,000 kilowatts of electrical energy at the Chandler plant. This will make 
use of the waters of the river in the nonirrigating season, and will add this 
power to the Northwest power pool during the season of present shortages. 
The Chandler plant is located just outside of the Hanford project area, and 
almost no transmission lines are necessary. 

One reason that this project should be completed as rapidly as possible is the 
demand for space for living for the rapidly expanding population in this area. 
The building of the Hanford plutonium plant has brought about tremendous 
changes in Benton County. Population has increased between 1940 and 1950 
from 12,000 to 52,000 and is still rapidly growing. Today it is probably above 
70,000. 

To sum up, I would like to say that our project is not simply the addition of 
another 16,000 acres of irrigated lands, but that there are certain things that 
should have your special consideration. 

1. That through Government acquisition of privately owned and privately 
irrigated lands, there has been taken out of production in this area more 
irrigated lands than will be restored by the building of this project. We 
believe that there is some obligation to restore that which has been taken. 

2. All the money that has been previously spent by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion on this project has been repaid. We have highly productive land, and 
there is every reason to believe that all moneys spent on the project will be 
repaid on schedule. Our annual average per acre return on the lands pres- 
ently irrigated has been $223.74 for the last 10 years. 

3. There is a local demand for every acre of this land; in fact, this addi 
tional 16,000 acres will nowhere meet the need for more irrigated lands. 

4. Right in the center of an acute power shortage we can produce 12,000 
kilowatts of power. Incidentally, that is approximately the present power- 
load of Benton County outside of the Hanford area. 

I thank you gentlemen for giving me the opportunity to appear before you, 
and I will be glad to answer questions regarding our project. 
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NEED FOR THE PROJECT 


Mr. Perry. I have here a map of Benton County, and the reason I 
brought it along is because in studying the effect that these Government 
acquisitions have had on Benton County you can better visualize it 
from the nap. This area [indicating], which is marked Hanford is 
in here Jindicating|. This is the part of Benton County which was 


taken by the Atomic Energy Commission | indicating | and it all be- 
longs to them. 

This had in it [indicating] a small area in here, an irrigation project, 
the Richland irrigation project and two more at the northern part of 
the county [indicating]. These were the first developed irrigation 
projects which were taken out of production, and the people moved 
out of them. 

Now, this part colored in green and yellow is the Columbia irrig 
tion district that now contains about 8,00 acres. 

Then, this part that is in blue [indicating] is the Kennewick unit of 
the Yakima project. In this unit there is an area of 19,000 acres. 

This |indicating| is a more detailed map of this section that is in 
blue, and in the Kennewick unit there is this area that is in green [in- 
dicating| which is the presently cultivated area of the project, about 
1,600 acres, and it has been under cultivation for 40 years or longer, 
and that is where the people who are now in the project now live. No 
one lives in the rest of the area [indicating| except maybe 3 or 4 
people, 

The problem we have there is the influx of a large number of people. 
Our population in the county was 12,000 in 1940, and by 1950 it was 
52,000. Those peoeple have to have some place to live. About half 
of them live in the area that the Government has developed at Rich- 
land. They have developed a city at Richland, and if you work in the 
atomic energy plants you can live in Richland, otherwise you cannot. 
The people who work on construction must live outside of the area. 

Since 1952 there have probably been at least 15,000 additional people 
come into the area, and they have had to live on the outside of 
Richland. 

You gentlemen perhaps are not familiar with an irrigation project 
or the desert country, where you cannot live out inthe sagebrush. You 
have to live in a place where water is available, in the irrigated district, 
and the problem of these people is to find a place in which to live, and 
what these 25,000 people have done, who you might call reserves, is 
they have moved into these presently irrigated farms and divided them 
up. When this project stated in 1948 there were about 175 families 
living there, and they divided up 4,600 acres between them. Now there 
are better than 2,000 families living there. I am a farmer myself, 
and there are just a few of us who have been able to stay there. Most 
farmers cannot resist the pressure of these high prices as a result of this 
creat influx of population and they have sold their land. Now, divid- 
ing 4,600 acres by 2,000, you get an average sized farm of 2 acres, which 
is not a farm at all. 

These people who have been moved out of Richland, and Hanford, 
and in addition the people moved out of this yellow area [indicat- 
ing|, which is the area that the McNary Dam has flooded, have no 
place to go as farmers, and there are no farmlands available in that 
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area. If they want to do something for themselves, they cannot get 
little tract of land as a farm. There is no place for them to go. 

When this project 1S developed there are here today experienced 
farmers who will take over the entire area and farm it. 

Not a week goes by that there is not one or two people who stop 
me and ask me if I know where they can buy some farmland, but 
there is none available. 

Now, that is the situation with which we are confronted, gentlemen. 

Mr. Hotmes. Will you show the 7,000 or 8,000 acres of irrigated 
land which was condemned out of existence by the Hanford Engi 
neering Works? 

Mr. Perry. This area here that is crosshatched, that is the area 
up to here [indicating }. 

Mr. Fenton. Is that irrigated land a Government project ? 

Mr. Perry. That is irrigated land and was put into irrigation 
years and years ago. 

Mr. Fenton. By the Government ? 

Mr. Perry. No; not by the Government. 

Mr. Houmes. That was all privately owned land that they con 
demned out of existence for the Hanford plant. 

Mr. Perry. Yes. 

The project starts at Prosser [indicating] and comes down here 
and extends to Hover, Wash., and from here to this part of the 
project [indicating]. The main reason we have to have 16,000 addi- 
tional acres of land is to provide homes for these people who are 
already there. 

STATUS OF PROJECT 


In 1931 or 1932 the Bureau of Reclamation spent $600,000 on this 
project. All of that money has now been repaid. 

These are the principal things I wanted to talk to you about. 
If you have any questions I wish you would ask them, and I will 
try to answer them. 

Mr. JENSEN. Congress last year appropriated $15 million for the 
Yakima project, Kennewick division. 

Mr. Perry. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Jensen. And construction is now under way ? 

Mr. Perry. That is right. A contract has been let to build the 
first section of ditch from here to here [indicating], a distance of 10 
miles. 

Mr. Jensen. And in the budget for 1954, $4 million is requested for 
the Kennewick division. 

Mr. Perry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. The estimated cost of this project is $12,968.934. 

Mr. Perry. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. When do you expect to complete the project ? 

Mr. Perry. Well, the Bureau of Reclamation’s original plans were 
to complete the project in 4 years. They received $1,500,000 for the 
fiscal year 1953. They have asked $4 million for 1954, and I under- 
stand $4 million for 1955, and the balance in 1956. 

Mr. Jensen. Has the contract with the Kennewick irrigation ¢tis- 
trict for repayment been executed ? 

Mr. Perry. Yes, sir; it has been. 
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Mr. Hotmes. Yes, it has; Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Is there any litigation whatever ? 

Mr. Perry. I do not know of anyone who is actually objecting. In 
addition to the contract for the ditch construction there have been 
some other material contracts let which go toward supplying genera- 
tors and turbines in the local powerhouse. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres of land will this project irrigate? 

Mr. Perry. 19,171. 

Mr. Jensen. Is the land being farmed today ? 

Mr. Perry. Well, this 4,600 acres which I spoke of is being farmed 
today. None ofthe rest is. It is all in sagebrush. 

Mr. Jensen. It is all in sagebrush ? 

Mr. Perry. Yes, in sagebrush, and it is being used as dry land pas- 
ture. There are 2 or 3 families living on it. 

Mr. Jensen. Would you say that this project would compare fa- 
vorab ly with the Roza project ? 

Mr. Perry. I think so; yes. 

Mr. Jensen. So far as production is concerned when water is ap- 
plied to the land? 

Mr. Perry. I think so. The part that has been farmed has had 
average gross returns over the last 10 years of $223 an acre. I see 
no reason why the newly developed land should not do as well. 


PROJECT POWER PLANT 


Mr. Jensen. Where do you get the power with which to operate the 
Chandler and the Amon pumping plants? 

Mr. Perry. They make it on the project. There is not any power 
required at the Chandler plant. That is a hydro turbine using falling 
water. It pumps the water to a higher level, and there is power 
developed there during the nonirr oad ion system, there are generators 
that generate 12,000 kilowatts of electricity during the nonirrigation 
system. There may be part of the year when they ‘will not run to full 
capacity. I believe that full yearly capacity contemplates about 90 
million kilowatt-hours, and the Reclamation Bureau estimates the 
capacity as 75 million. 

Mr. Jensen. There is no problem confronting you, so far as power 
is concerned / 

Mr. Perry. No: and this Amon pumping plant has about 1,000 
acres of specially fine land that will be developed. They come down 
here [indicating on map| with the ditch to here [indicating]. There 
is this presently irrigated land, 4,000 acres, about 100 feet below the 
level of the ditch. So, instead of dropping the waters for these lands 
down into this ditch, they drop it down into a turbine generator and 
make enough power to pump on the 1,000 acres right above it. There 
is no cost there except the cost of maintaining that plant. 

Mr. Fenron. Where on that map is this powerplant that you are 
talking about ? 

Mr. Hotmes. That is on another project, on the Roza project, 
which extends on up the river. These [indicating] are just continua- 
tions of the Yakima. The Roza is on up in this area [indicating] 
going on up the river. That powerplant I was talking about to 
generate pumping power in that district is one up near the city of 
Yakima, from the drop-off on the main canal built on the Roza project. 
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Mr. Fenron. They have plenty of power lines going through there ; 
have they not? 

Mr. Hotes. Well, they have some power lines going through there, 
but it is just to be used as a pumping propostion for the water in the 
project, Mr. Fenton. 

Mr. Perry. Thank you for allowing me to appear before you. 

Mr. Jensen. We are glad to have you here. 


COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT 


Mr. Hoimes. Mr. Chairman, our next witness is Mr. Hubert H. 
Walter, secretary of the Columbia Basin Commission. 

Mr. Watrer. I will be very brief, because 1 believe you gentlemen 
are familiar with the Columbia Basin project. I am with the 
Columbia Basin Commission which is a State commission, that has 
been set up under act of the legislature. 

We operate under State appropriations for the purpose of resource 
development. 

We are mainly interested in the Columbia Basin project because 
that is the biggest thing out there, but that is not our sole duty. 

We have appeared before this committee on numerous occasions. 
We have always been treated very fairly and generously. 

We are now at the point where we believe that our arguments are 
based on fact. 

We are here, Mr. Weber, and myself, who is also a member of the 
Columbia Basin Commission, in defense of the 1953 budget. 

We have a prepared statement here which we would like to submit, 
setting forth what the State has done, and what the land under pro- 
duction has done and why any cutback now would be disastrous not 
only to the people on the lands themselves, but to the economy of 
the area. 

The State itself has authorized a $5 million bond issue with which 
to build roads in the Columbia Basin where no roads existed before. 

Half of that money has been spent. 

We have built 170 miles of new road in the Columbia Basin project 
to serve lands there, some of which have received water, and some 
of which will receive water this year, and next year. 

By July we will have another 100 miles of road under contract, and 
by next October we will have another 50 miles of road under contract. 

By the end of this calendar year we will have built 300 miles of 
road to serve the Columbia Basin farmers, farm-to-market roads. 
No State highways are included in this. 

In addition to the $5 million which the legislature authorized we 
have diverted $1 million of other funds for roads in the Columbia 
Basin. 

We have done that on the premise that in 1948 a new look was 
taken at the Columbia Basin project, and the 7-year program was 
adopted and that lands would be coming under water annually at 
the rate of 50,000 or 60,000 acres starting in 1952. 

In addition to that, the schools, in anticipation of this growth have 
bonded themselves to the limit. They have all through the Columbia 
asin voted additional levies for this purpose, and now they are build- 
ing their schools. They have planned and financed to take care of 
this increased population. We cannot turn back as long as these 











86 


school facilities and these roads are built and used; we will have to pay 
interest on these bonds, and we cannot turn back. Now, because of 
these safeguards on this project we have adopted the 7-year plan 
which was approved by the Bureau of Reclamation, by the Congress, 
and by the water users themselves. The State recognized its obliga- 
tion and started in there, and ever since has gone in and invested funds 
on the assumption that this program would be continued. Now, our 
investments, some of them, would go direct for this project. We 
must get these lands into production. From the waters behind Grand 
Coulee Dam last year water was available to some 60,000 acres of this 
land. 27,000 acres were put under crops, and they returned a gross 
revenue of $4,686,000, which was an average of $171.50 an acre per 
cultivated acre on the first year’s farming operations. 

We believe that the project is justified in every way. The heavy 
construction has been done, including the big canals, the siphons, and 
the dam. All of these are done right now, but money is needed to 
complete the laterals to finger out the water from the main canals to 
the land itself, and any cutback at this time would be hurting those 
people who, in good faith, have gone ahead and started their develop- 
ment and are ready for water in this year or the next year, and who 
have planned their economy and have made their plans accordingly. 
Any disruption in the schedule would be disastrous. 


KENNEWICK DIVISION 


We all are in strong support of the Kennewick project, which is 
the last link in the very successful Yakima project. The Columbia 
Basin Commission is interested in all of these projects, and the Yakima 
project is the only place where you have had the Government re- 
imbursed in its entirety on its investment in reclamation, the Tieton 
and the Sunnyside units have repaid in full. They have repaid the 
Government in its entirety for the money that the Government in- 
vested in there. They not only repaid the Government, but repaid it 
ahead of the due date, which I think is adequate and sufficient proof 
of the fact that this land is productive and a good investment. Ken- 
newick is part of the Yakima project with the same soils and the 
same growing conditions there. The same conditions exist in the 
Columbia Basin which is just across the river from the Yakima 
project. We are short of irrigated land in the State of Washington, 
even though the Yakima project has been one of the proofs of the 
soundness of these irrigation projects. We are still behind other 
Western States in the amount of land developed. 

So, we believe that we should go forward with both of these projects, 
and we feel, as a Commission, that should we have a drought or short- 
age of crops this land is going to be vitally needed. It is vitally 
needed now. We have found markets for our crops, particularly 
potatoes, up to in excess of $600 per acre in the Columbia Basin on 
land which was farmed for the first year. 

Those are the conditions and the arguments in favor of proceeding 
with these projects. 

If there are any questions, or if there is anything that I have not 
made clear I would be glad to do so. 

I am very grateful for the opportunity to appear here again. 
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I would like to have this statement included in the record giving 
our reasons why we believe that the Columbia Basin and the Kenne 
wick are sound projects which should go forward. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


JOINT STATEMENT OF J. A. WEBER AND Huspert H. WALTER, OF THE WASHINGTON 
STATE COLUMBIA BASIN COMMISSION IN SUPPORT OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT AND THE KENNEWICK UNIT OF THE YAKIMA PROJECT 


Our names are J. A. Weber, who is a farmer on the project, and Hubert H. 
Walter, both representing the Columbia Basin Commission, an organization au 
thorized by an act of the Washington State Legislature and charged with the 
responsibility of resource development, particularly as it applies to water and 
land. We also represent the water users in the three Columbia Basin irrigation 
districts. 

We urgently request support for the full $21,930,000 for the Columbia Basin 
project and the $4 million for the Kennewick unit, as were recommended in the 
original budget presentation. 

Investments on the Columbia Basin project, designed to transform 1,029,000 
acres from desert sagebrush to fertile farms, have exceeded $450 million. Within 

short time the investment will reach $500 million, including costs of Grand 
Coulee Dam, the powerplants and the irrigation works to the south. Despite 
the vast expenditures, only last year had the work progressed to the point where 
irrigation with water from behind Grand Coulee Dam was possible. 

Water became available to approximately 66,000 acres of land that had stood 
barren and desolate. There is insufficient rainfall to crop the land. The net 
area in cultivation was 27,329 acres and the revenue derived from the crops was 
$4,686,885. This was an average return of $171.50 per cultivated acre, providing 
adequate proof, we believe, that the Federal assistance in Columbia Basin 
irrigation is a sound investment, virtually assuring the Government of a 10 
percent return on its loan to the water users and offering bright hopes to an 
eventual 1,400 farm families of an opportunity to establish homes and prosper 
on the Columbia Basin in the State of Washington. 

The heavy construction work on the project, including the dam, the pumps, 
the siphons, the tunnels and main canals, virtually is completed, but they will 
stand as useless monuments unless the remainder of the work, mainly that of 
laterals is completed so the water can reach the thirsty acres. Each year from 
now on will see a dwindling need for appropriations, but until the future smaller 
investments is made, the larger investment cannot begin to pay dividends to the 
Government or the landowners and water users. 

sib pumps, the world’s largest and designed to serve one-half million acres, 
are installed, but they cannot be operated as a sound undertaking until more 
land receives the water they are capable of lifting from the lake behind Grand 
Coulee Dam to the equalizing reservoir from where it will flow by gravity to the 
units to be irrigated. 

For 40 years the people of the Columbia Basin have been waiting for water. 
This area was homesteaded about the turn of the century. The homesteaders 
tried dryland farming, but nature was unkind. The droughts came and the 
farmers had to give up. They began battling for irrigation, knowing well that 
all the soil needed to provide prosperous homes was water. 

Work on this project began in 1934, but only now has the construction ad- 
vanced far enough where widespread irrigation of the area is in sight. But it is 
in sight only if appropriations are continued. It is only good business to con 
tinue the work until the land is in production and it can begin repaying the 
Government. 

Originally, irrigation by 1942 was planned. But a war forced a change. Work 
was resumed in 1945. In 1948 a new look was taken and a development plan 
calling for land coming into production each year between 1952 and 1959 was 
adopted. This was approved by the Congress, the Bureau of Reclamation, and 
the water users. 

The economy of the area was geared to meet this program. Now any dis 
ruption in the schedule will be disastrous 

The State of Washington realized it had a responsibility in this. Roads had to 
be built where none had existed. The legislature authorized a $5 million bond 
issue to build farm-to-market roads on the basin. This program has kept pace 
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with the irrigation construction. One hundred and sixty miles of new road have 
been built in the last 2 years. Another 100 miles of new road will be under con- 
tract in June and an additional 50 miles will be under contract in October. In 
addition to the bond fund, another $1 million of road money was diverted to 
Columbia Basin roads to assure the State fulfilling its obligation in this develop- 
ment program. 

School districts have bonded themselves and imposed additional millage levies 
to meet the needs of expanding enrollments certain to come with the agricultural 
development. New school buildings have been built and others are planned and 
financed to meet the needs beyond those at present so the district involved carry 
their shares in this development. The irrigation project must be continued to 
make the school investment anything but ruinous to the districts. 

In addition to the schools and roads, the State has begun work on health and 
sanitation facilities, domestic water systems, policing, marketing, and numerous 
other projects which the State recognizes as State problems in a development of 
this type. The Columbia Basin Commission has proceeded on the theory that 
construction work on this project will continue uninterrupted because the invest 
ment already made without future investments will not return dividends ; because 
the project fits into a defense program; because only smaller and smaller annual 
appropriations will be needed in the future; and because private industry has 
invested heavily to help bring this region to its full fruition. 

It is believed in the Northwest that this project justly is a defense project 
under existing conditions and that there would be a speedup to get this area, 
where bountiful crops appear assured, into full production as quickly as possible 
to provide food and fiber for troops and defense workers in case of war. The 
Columbia Basin project provides a great frontier, and here, like nowhere else 
in the world, will be farming opportunities for veterans of any war that may come 
in the immediate future and for the men who served in the last war. History has 
shown a land rush among veterans following wars. Farming opportunities should 
be here for veterans of any war as soon as these veterans return. 

Any reduction in appropriations means a reduction in the acreage that will 
be ready for cultivation. In the past the construction has been on main canals 
and siphons where a cut imposed no hardship on any one landowner. Now we 
are at the point where construction is in laterals and a reduction in funds means 
that individual farmers, who had a right to expect water at a stated time, will 
have to wait, disrupting their plans and inflicting a serious blow on their 
economy. 

Business concerns have made investments from one end of the basin to the 
other on the justified expectation that water would be availble and the land would 
come into production on previously announced dates. Many of these, who have 
suffered through the lean years, will go broke if the development is not kept 
on schedule. 

This project is being built with reimbursable funds. Part of the repayment 
will come from revenues from the sale of Grand Coulee power. Already $80 
million from that source is in a fund slated for repayment. 

While the total cost of the project will exceed $700 million, at no time will 
the total investment exceed approximately $500 million. Repayments for which 
funds already are available will keep the investment down to that figure as the 
work progresses. 

Overhead costs also will fall percentagewise as more land comes under water, 
providing a definite advantage to the water users. This year the operation 
and maintenance overhead was 14 percent. Next year this will fall to 11 per- 
cent if the land comes into production as planned. Further decreases will 
result in future years if the schedule for land development is maintained. 

It is impossible to develop the Columbia Basin project too rapidly. The de- 
mand for land is terrific. The Government-owned land is sold to veterans on 
a priority basis, determined by lottery. In the last sale there were 3,079 ap- 
plicants for the 32 farm units offered. The demand at other sales has been 
similar. 

We ask that the proposed sum of $21,930,000 in the January budget be ap- 
proved, and call your attention to the fact that the Government in setting up 
the schedule for land development made its safeguards and indirectly placed 
responsibilities on the State of Washington. We agreed to the safeguards and 
are meeting our responsibilities. Failure of the Government to maintain the 
agreed schedule will work an economic hardship, which we can ill afford, on 
the State of Washington. 
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Equally feasible and just as important is the Kennewick unit of the Yakima 
project, for which $4 million was recommended in the January budget 

The Kennewick unit is the last unit in the highly successful Yakima project. 
rhe cost to complete this is relatively small. 

We believe that the success of other units in that valley ve adequate proof 
of the Kennewick’s feasibility. On only the Yakima project have units repaid 
to the Government the full investment made for reclamation development 
[hese are the Tieton and the Sunnyside. 

The Kennewick unit is in an area where some of the greatest growth in the 
Nation has occurred. Irrigation land there has been lost to the Atomic Energy 
Commission. We believe we are entitled to new irrigated acreage to offset 
hat which has been lost for the economy of the area 

We of the Columbia Basin Commission believe the soundness of these projects 
is been established. We again ask that the sums sought in the January budget 
be approved. 

We are gratified of the opportunity to present this information to this com 
mittee. 


Mr. Jensen. You know, of course, that every member of this com 
mittee has visited the great Columbia River project and we all recog 
nized the great possibilities of that project many, many years ago, 

Mr. Warrer. I do. 

Mr. Jensen. Because of that fact, it goes without saying that this 
committee has been very liberal in appropriating money, not only for 
your great Columbia River project, but for all of the other good 
projects in your area. 

Mr. Watrer. That is right. 


SETTLER ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


Mr. Jensen. Now, let me ask you this: Is the Bureau’s homestead 
assistance plan necessary ¢ 

Mr. Watrer. I would say “No.” 

Mr. Jensen. That is a very honest statement. 

Mr. Waurer. It might be a dangerous statement for me to make in 
my position, 

Mr. Jensen. No; it is not. If it is right it is a safe statement fon 
you to make. 

Mr. Water. The farmers on the project do need help as they are 
getting this land out of the sagebrush which is costly and difficult. 
Washington State College is offering assistance, and the Farmers 
Home Administration is helping, and soil-conservation districts have 
been set up throughout the basin. 

Mr. Jensen. | was going to ask you next if the Soil Conservation 
Service was really operating in your area. 

Mr. Waurer. Yes, sir, the ‘y are operating well, and, as a matter of 
fact, throughout the whole State of Washington we are progressing 
rapidly with that. The Governor has a stafl coordinator of soil con 
servation, a man hired by the State to coordinate and help in the 
program of soil conservation. 

Mr. Jensen. So, actually, there is no need for the Bureau’s home 
stead assistance plan. It cannot be justified ; the expenditure fo. 
that activity cannot be justified by any stretch of the imagination. 

Mr. Wa rer. That is right. It is the obligation and the duty of 
the Bureau of Reclamation to build the project. I think we can set 
tle it, I know we can. 

Mr. Jensen. Iam glad you said that because I think that coincides 
with the consensus of this committee. 
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Mr. Kirwan. From what I have seen up in that particular part 
of the country it is good land. I think it is a worthwhile project. 
I mean that sincerely. You have a good man here represe nike you. 

Mr. Jensen. There is one thing about Hal Holmes, he never lets 
us forget about the needs of the people he represents. He is on our 
neck all the time. 

Mr. Warrer. That is probably why we keep him here. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you very much, Mr. Walter. 

Mr. Waurer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Hotmes. Our next witness is Mr. Jake Weber of Quincy, Wash., 
a member of the Columbia Basin Commission, and a very well-known 
citizen of that area. 

Mr. JenseN. It is good to see you again, Mr. Weber. 

Mr. Weser. It really is a privilege as well as a pleasure to be here. 
I have a statement that was prepared jointly with Mr. Walter. I 
am not going to take the time to read it or tell you anything about 
the Columbia Basin project, as most of you know it just as well as 
I do. 

I do, in all sincerity want to say this, that Iam a dirt farmer, I make 
my living as a farmer. 

Mr. JeENseN. You are a dirt farmer and live right out on the soil? 

Mr. Weser. Yes, Seorrtesy In fact, I consider myself one of 
the oldtimers out there by virtue of the fact that my father was one 
of the very first homesteaders in that area going back to 1902. 

Coming from the farmers, representing the irrigation districts 
I want to say this, that we do understand the situation, and we want 
to express our appreciation not only to the Congress of the United 
States, but to you gentlemen on this committee because we know you 
as friends of the Columbia Basin project. You have been more than 
generous to us through all the years, and that means at least 10 or 11 
times I know personally of my coming here. I am bringing you the 
sincere expression of appreciaton from the people of the Columbia 
Basin project. 

Mr. JENSEN. You have a lot of veterans out there who have made 
fine homes on that Columbia Basin project, and they are coming along 
all right. 

Mr. Weser. Yes, sir; they certainly are. As Mr. Walter expressed 
to you, last year was the first time that water really came down to 
that land. I believe that when you gentlemen have the opportunity 
to return and see the results of irrigation you will be amazed. Even 
in 1 short year around the area where I live the change has been 
amazing. The new look, the new prosperity, and the new hope and 
new belief in our own Government is just permeating right through it. 

I realize, and I know that you gentlemen do, that it is not necessary 
for me to say please continue the appropriations. You know just 
as well as I do that more money is going to be required to continue 
the project. I want to bring this point across, that if the money 
which the power revenue is returning now could be plowed back into 
the project, not a dollar of new appropriation would be needed. You 
probably know that, too. However, that is — the way the Govern- 
ment works, the way things are done. So, there is the nec essity of 
some more additional funds. 
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Every dollar is important, because the ditches are there, the lands 
are being developed, they are being developed at a faster rate than 
| believe even the Bureau of Reclamation anticipated. 

[ mean that more farmers are actually taking water, and more 
icres are really being developed than we hoped. So, as a dirt farmer 
f you would like to ask me any questions I would be happy to answer 
them if I can. 

If not, I want to leave just one thought with you, that the farmers 
of the Columbia Basin appreciate the action which this committee has 
taken in the past. 

Thank you. 


SPEED OF CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Mr. Jensen. Let me just ask you this: Is the Bureau, in your 
estimation, moving too fast on irrigation facilities ? 

Mr. Wener. You mean in respect to the number of acres, and so 
forth ¢ 

Mr. Jensen. Assuming you are progressing rapidly fast on one 
phase of your program, then in other phases are you keeping the 
rogress in balance ¢ 

Mr. Weser. I really believe things are pretty much in balance, not 
only as far as the three irrigation districts are concerned. Your 
south district is lagging a little bit, but the other 2 are pretty well 
balanced, and I would say that 60,000 acres under the 7-year plan is 
just about right. 

I know around Quincy last year there were a little over 100 re 
quests for each farm unit offered for sale to the veterans. The de- 
mand is there, and in my humble opinion the land should be put 
into production just as soon as possible because a lot of these veterans 

» beginning to get too old to really have a farm and farm it 
vastetaelie 

In fact, I was always of the belief that 1942 should have been the 
time when the irrigation should actually have been started. So, I 
really believe that the economic conditions warrant and justify a 
60,000 acre a year program. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Weber, do you remember when the committee 
was at Grand Coulee? We had a meeting there with the interested 
representatives and other interested people. The Bureau of Reclam 
ation at that time had a program planned for future years for the 
Columbia River Basin, and one fellow—I will not say who he repre 
sented—insisted that that program be spread out over many, many 
years in order to give work to people over a period of many years. 
At that time members of the committee decided that maybe these 
veterans that were supposed to go on this land would be too old 
farm by the time the water was available to the project ? 

Mr. Weser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Looking at the picture as we did, we went forward 
with that great project and now veterans are on that land and were 
very glad that the project has progressed so rapidly. I think every- 
one of us feels a personal pride in that matter. 


Mr. Weper. You should. 
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SETTLER’S ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


Mr. Jensen. Do you agree that the Bureau’s homestead-assistance 


plan is not necessary ¢ 

Mr. Werer. I would say “Yes, I agree it is not necessary,” I would 
like to qualify that statement th usly, 1 take it you mean the work 
that is | eng done by the Soil ¢ onservation and State colle re and 


what have you ¢ 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Mr. Werner. Some of the money from the Bureau of Reclamation, 

I understand it, has actually been used to pay for some of this work. 
You probably know that. 

Mr. Jensen. You have overlapping activities there? 

Mr. Weser. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. The Soil Conservation Service is in there doing a good 
iob: is that not a fact? 

Mr. Weser. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Why have 2 or 3 organizations doing the same thing? 
Why not give one ania: such as the Soil Conservation Service, 
vhom we know are doing a good job, the full responsibility, instead 
of having it spread around between other agencies so that there is 
no head to the responsibility? Is that not the right way to look at 
that? 

Mr. Werner. That is correct 

Mr. Fenton. What kind of products do you produce up there? 

vi Weser. As you know, it is a diversified area, and the production 
which will be mostly raised will be governed by the economic condi- 
tions of the country and what is needed. In my opinion, the most im- 
portant thing to raise now is hay and grasses, sugar beets, potatoees, 
and all those allied agricultural products. You can grow anything 
from peanuts on up. 

Mr. Fenton. Do they grow vegetables? 

Mr. Werner. Vegetables for frozen foods, some corn if you want 
to. It has never been a question of what you can raise or what the 
soil will produce, but it has been a question of putting water on it 
with the sunshine. 

Mr. Fenton. I understand that. I was just wondering what they 
are producing. 

Mr. Weper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you so much, Mr. Weber 

Mr. Hotmes. Thank you so much for receiving these people. We 
appreciate it very much. 





Turspay, Marcu 24, 1953. 
Boutper Canyon AND Davis Dam Progecrs 


WITNESSES 


HON.CLIFTON YOUNG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEVADA 

H. B. TALIAFERRO, DIRECTOR OF DIVISION OF POWER UTILIZA 
TION, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. yy NSEN. We are pleased to have our cood friend an | colle wu 
ongressman (¢ lifton Young, of Nevada, before the committee at 

s time. 

Mr. Youna. I am appearing on behalf of the State of Nevada in 
ipport of a request for two allotments. 

The first is an allotment for the installation of a generator at 
Hoover Dam. and the second. is with regard to the installation of 
{1 insformer substation at Henderso * Nev.., which is located between 


s Vegas and Boulder Dam. 


INSTALLATION OF A GENERATOR AT BOULDER DAM 


Turning your attention, to the first item, which is for an allotment 

x the installation and construction of a generator at Boulder Dam. 
there is one bank how open on the Nevada side. The generator is 
designated as N-8, there being seven generators already in position. 

In accordance with the Boulder Canyon Project Act, and the 
Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act, the State of Nevada is 
entitled to reecive oenert iting facilities to take care of their allotted 
energy, as soon ¢ as they indicate a willingness to undertake the financial 
responsibilitv. The State is now in a position to undertake the finan 

ial responsibility and is desirous of having the additional generator 
nstalled. It will not mean that the State of Nevada will receive any 
nore energy than is allotted, 17.7 pereent, but it does give the gen 
erating facilities. It will be repaid over a 50-year period as 3-percent 
nterest. I think it was covered in the original budget and has heen 
ipproved by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The total cost is estimated at $5,810,000, and for fiscal year 1954 
in allotment of $378,000 would be required; for 1955, an allotment for 
$1,800,000; fiscal year 1956, an allotment of $3,532,000; and for fiscal 
vear 1957, an allotment of $600,000 would be required. 

Mr. Jensen. The Boulder Dam project, now known as the Hoover 
Dam project, is paying out according to schedule, I believe ? 

Mr. Youne. As far as I know; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I am sure it is. 

These items you spe: ik of were in the budget ? 

Mr. Youne. This item was in the budget; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. We do not have the revised budget at this time, but 
[ can assure you that the committee has always been very favorable 
to requests made for the Hoover Dam project, because it is paying 
ack to the Treasury of the United States, if not all of the money 
that the taxpayers of America put into the project, at least most 
of it. In fact, I think it will all be paid back in due time. So, it has 
not been much of a problem for this conumittea 
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Mr. Fenton. How many generators are there / 

Mr. Youne. Seven on the Nevada side and this will make eight. 
I am not sure how many there are on the Arizona side, but Mr. Talia- 
ferro of the Bureau of Reclamation is here and could probably give 
you that information. 

Mr. Tauiarerro. There are 9 main units on the Arizona side, and 
ere will be, upon the completion of the plant, a total of 17 units. 
Mr. Fenron. And there is need for other power / 

Mr. Younc. There is need for the generating facilities; yes, sir. 
Mr. Fenton. I know that there was room for a couple more gen- 
erators there at the time we saw it. 

We have the facilities there, I believe. If the power is needed, 
| think it isa worthwhile thing to look into. 

Mr. Younc. The power is definitely needed in southern Nevada and 
the generating facilities. I understand now that part of the generat- 
ing facilities are under the control of the city of Los Angeles, and if 
they so desire, I think they can take over the energy and deprive 
Nevada of the allotment that has been granted to it. Is that right, 
Mr. Taliaferro? 

Mr. TauiArerro. The situation is that at the present time the State 
of Nevada is receiving its allotment of energy, but from the standpoint 
of capacity, the ratio of capacity to energy is much greater to the other 
allottees than it is to the State of Nev ada. It is true, if the metro- 
politan water district withdrew unit N-7, they would require addi- 
tional capacity. 

Mr. Fenton. Then you do require another facility between Las 
Vegas and the Dam. 

You mentioned some other project. 

Mr. Youne. Yes, sir. This is another project in connection with 
this. This is another project about 10 miles from Boulder Dam, but 
this would be to obtain power from Davis Dam for the Basic Mag- 
nesium project there. 

[ was going to wait until we had exhausted any further questions 
on the first item. 

Mr. JenseN. At this point, I would like to put page BR-5 of the 
justifications in the record, and I will do so, without objection. This 
page gives the project statistics of the Boulder Canyon project, includ- 
ing the States of Arizona, California, and Nevada, showing that the 
revenues from power for fiscal year 1952, amount to $9,247,719, and 
the estimate for 1953 is $9,500,000 and the estimate for 1954 is like- 
wise $9,500,000. 

(The material referred to follows:) 
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Project statistics, Boulder Canyon project, Arizona-California-Nevada 
Estir ed 
Feature or item Unit Actual, — 
year 1952 

Fiscal year 19 Fiscal ir 1954 
4 lams and reservoirs Number l l l 
yhone line Miles 9.2 9.2 I. 2 
iting roads a ) 6 5 
Annual sales Kilowatt 572, 413, OM 4. 960. 000. 000 4. 950. 000. 000 

yur 
tal power revenue Doll rs 9, 247, 719 9, 500, 000 9, 500, 000 
’ ver plants Number l l l 
capacity Kilowatt 1, 16 yn 1, 249, SOO 1, 249, 800 
roads Miles 15 l 15 
I ion lines 10 ] 15 
t t N 1 





TRANSFORMERS AT HENDERSON, NEV. 


fr. Youne. This is with regard to the addition of two new trans 
rormer banks at Henderson hh southern Nevada. 

Henderson is the townsite for what the Basic Magnesium project. 
It was built in 1942 in an effort to increase the magnesium available 
for the war effort. I think it cost $142 million. After World War II, 
t was put under control of the General Services Administration and 

ally disposed of to the State of Nevada. 

The State of Nevada eventually, and with the agreement of the 
General Services Administration, sold the pli int and the townsite to 
five corporations who are now operating in that area. They have 
formed a corporation called “Basic Management, Inc..” which manages 
the townsite and the plant. It is an area which produces a great 
leal of material for the war effort. One of the companies is the 
Stauffer Chemical Co., of Nevada, which produces a great deal 
hlorine and caustic soda; another is the Titanium Metals Corporation 
f America, which is devoting almost its entire output of titanium to 

e war effort: there is also the Western Electro-Chemieal Co.. and 
ibout 60 percent of its production is used directly for war contracts, 01 

es to the prime contractors. It is the prime producer of the oxid- 
zing agent for the solid-fuel jato program, and it also makes a man- 
ganese dioxide, which is used in certain specialized Signal Corps bat- 
teries; the Pioche Manganese Co. is producing badly needed ferro- 

inganese materials, and there are other enterprises in that area 
rectly connected with the defense program. 

There is a dire shortage of power in that area. Most of the power 
' snow received from Boulder Dam. The Colorado River Commission, 

hich is an agency of the State of Nevada, has negotiated with the 
\rizona Power Authority for certain power from Davis Dam. This 
tem was not included in the original budget for this year, because 
he Colorado River Commission, the Arizona Power Authority and 


bureau of Reclamation had not reached a decision as to the dis 
osition and need for this power, but the power is definitely needed 
ere now. 

: The allotment requested here for fiscal year 1954 would be only 


$100,000; this sum would be for initial plans and to start construc 
on. In 1955 $1,500,000 nasa be needed and in 1956 $800,000 would 
needed. 


304383—53—pt. 4 7 
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We feel that the authorization for it is contained in the original 
Davis Dam authorization, which provides for the dam and appurte- 
nant facilities. The plan for repayment would involve the State of 
Nevadas contracting to repay the $2,400,000 over a 50-year period at 
3-percent interest. I think the power companies or utilities in south- 
ern Nevada would also underwrite this contract. 

The Colorado River Commission, which is a Nevada agency, does not 
have funds for the purpose of constructing or installing such a trans- 
former substation, nor does the State of Nevada have the funds. 

The power is definitely needed, and the only way we feel it can 
be financed is by obtaining it from the United States. The Bureau 
of Reclamation now operates all of the transmission and transforma- 
tion facilities around there because most of the power comes from 
Boulder Dam. This is distributed at the Henderson townsite and 
also to the six industries operating at the Basic Magnesium project. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Young, you seem to be well informed on the 
Boulder Canyon project. 

Did you have something to do with that before you came to 
Congress ? 

Mr. Youna. No, sir; only in the past year or so. 

Mr. Jensen. You have made a fine statement. 

Mr. Fenton. You say the power comes from Boulder Dam ? 

Mr. Youne. That is right, most of the power. As a matter of fact, 
I believe that is why the Basic Magnesium project was built in 1942, 
because of the proximity to the power. 

Mr. Fenron. That is what I understood. We were out there in 
1948 and saw that. Do you have to be connected up with the Davis 
project ? 

Mr. Youne. Yes,sir. It will be Davis power coming into the Basic 
Magnesium project, supplementing the Boulder Dam power. I am 
not familiar with the kilowatt voltage and energy and that sort of 
thing, but Mr. Taliaferro could probably supplement that information. 

Mr. Tavtarerro. There is 45,000 kilowatts of Davis power. 

Mr. Fenton. How far is Davis from there? 

Mr. Tartarerro. Davis is about 70 miles downstream from the 
Hoover plant. 

Mr. Fenton. Would this new generator you are talking about at 
Hoover Dam be able to supply all the power you need at Henderson? 

Mr. Youne. It does not increase the amount, does it, to 17.6 of the 
peaking capacity ? Ts that the correct way of putting it? 

Mr. Tariarerro. The entire allotment of the Colorado River Com- 
mission of Nevada’s energy is received by them at the Basic Magnesium 
plant. The need for the additional transformers is in part to obtain 
power at the correct voltage. At the present time the Basic Mag- 
nesium plant is served at 13.8 kilovolts and the other requirements 
of the commission for delivery to its customers are at 69 kilovolts. 
These new transformers will supply power directly at 69 kilovolts 
and thus will remove a portion of the load on the existing trans- 
formers. In other words, it will permit all of the present power 
to go to the Basic Magnesium plant directly at 13.8 and at the same 
time provide suflicient 69-kilovolt capacity to meet all the require- 
ments of the Colorado River Commission. 

Mr. Kirwan. What did you say the cost of that plant was origi- 
nally? 
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Mr. Youna. I think it was $142 million. 

Mr. Kirwan. What did the Government sell it for ? 

Mr. Youne. I do not think they received much more than $24 
million. 

Mr. Kirwan. Out of the entire plant ? 

Mr. Youne. That is what I understand the sale price was to the 
State of Nevada, and Nevada sold it to these corporations for that 
amount. 

Mr. Kirwan. What is the power needed for down there which re- 
quires this transformer substation ‘ 

Mr. Youne. It is needed for the plants. 

Mr. Kirwan. Did I understand you to say they want to make a loan 
from the Government / 

Mr. Youne. That is, in essence, what it is. 

Mr. Kirwan. Could they not borrow it from a bank ? 

Mr. Youna. Well, the rest of the power facilities around there, 
| understand, are under the control of the Bureau of Reclamation; 
ire they not 4 

Mr. TAntarerro. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Krrwawn. I understand that, but this is something for which 
they want a loan from the Government. Is that what I understood 
you to say ¢ 

Mr. Taurarerro. These will be additional facilities installed in cou- 
nection with the power project already existing there. 

Mr. Kinwan. T understand they want to install some new facilities, 
but why do they not borrow it from the bank? From the looks of the 
last transaction involving the Government when the plant cost $14z 
million and the Government got back only $24 million, I do not figure 
we ought to get in any more horse trades like that. 

Mr. Youne. That was a wartime construction. 

Mr. Kirwan. I understand that, but a dollar is just the same now as 
t is in wartime. 

Mr. Young. The State of Nevada is underwriting this in connection 
vith the utility companies that would distribute it. 

Mr. Kirwan. If they want to borrow that amount, why do they not 
vet it from the banks? 

Mr. Youne. It is almost like your appurtenant facilities on the 
Davis Dam. 

Mr. Kirwan. Under the act, down at the Davis Dam, you are re 
quired to do this, but we got rid of this plant. The people got to 
vether and bought this plant for $124 million which originally cost 
S142 million and now they want two, three, four, or five million dollars 
before it is completed to the point of full use. I think if they can get 

old of a plant at such a price, they should have enough money of 
their own to get that power from Davis or Hoover Dam. They should 
put in their own money. 

Mr. Youne. They had a tough time disposing of the plant. It was 
i “white elephant” for quite a while, and the State of Nevada made 
ho money on it. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am not taking issue with you; it might have been, 
but the plant was built at a great cost and it was disposed of at $24 
million. 
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In the upper part of that great country in Utah they built a steel 
plant, which I have remarked about many times, at a cost of $200 
million and it sold to the United States Steel Corp. for $20 million. 

They knew when they built that plant that no peanut vendor was 
going to operate it after the war and that there would be only one 
outfit that could operate it and that was United States Steel. They 
hardly developed a ton of steel there during the war, and all they 
would have had to do in the area where I live was to put up two blast 
furnaces, because everything was already there. They would not have 
had to take the million tons of steel to build this $200 million steel 
plant. They are after getting $450 million at Norristown to build 
another one. We squabble over building a highway with Govern- 
ment money, like this Natchez Trace, but we have no objection to 
viving $450 million to United States Steel. I am for spending this 
money if it is spent on necessary Government projects at the proper 
place, and I am not opposed to improvements on the Hoover Dam, 
because they can sell that power. However, these people bought this 
plant for $24 million and surely they can put in their own trans- 
formers. 

Mr. Youne. A lot of that original $140 million was valueless just 
after the war because it was producing magnesium, and there was no 
magnesium being produced there after the war. They would have 
had to go in and convert it over to something else. This is a little 
different than the proposition of the steel plant, because this money is 
to be paid back. It is more of a loan at 3 percent interest. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is what I say. On the one hand they complain 
about the Government being in the power business, but they want this 
loan. They should vO right to the bank and vet it. That is what the 
bank is for. They should borrow this money from the bank to build 
and install this transformer. 

Mr. Tauiarerro. Mr. Chairman, I might clarify one point. These 
transformers that we are talking about and that Mr. Young is talking 
about, will not serve the Basic Magnesium plant, but they will relieve 
the load on the existing transformers that are serving the Basic 
Magnesium plant. 

Mr. Kirwan. I do not know the mechanics of it. This is a loan 
that you wish to obtain from the Government ? 

Mr. Youna. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. Well, it should be gotten from the banks. I do not 
care what the plans are as to whether it is going to relieve the whole 
situation there or anything else. He said it isa loan. If it is a loan, 
vet it from the bank and not from the Government. 

Mr. Fenron. How far is Henderson from Boulder Dam? 

Mr. Youne. Around 10 miles. 

Mr. Fenton. It is about halfway between Las Vegas and the dam? 

Mr. Youna. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. Would this energy come from Boulder Dam ? 

Mr. Youne. I do not think it would, sir. There is a power shortage 
there. 

Mr. Frenvon. I am trying to find out why the energy at Boulder 
would not be available. 

Mr. Youna. I do not think they can give Nevada any more of the 
power than it has already been getting, somehow or other. 
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Mr. Fenton. I know something about that fracas out there be 
tween the water and power people. 
Mr. Youne. It is quite a problem. 


NO BUDGET ESTIMATE FOR TRANSFORMER REQUESTS 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Taliaferro, is it not a fact that there is no money 
in this budget request for the transformers we have been discussing ¢ 

Mr. Tautarerro. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. What is your request actually for so far as these trans- 
formers are concerned 4 It is not in the budget ? Are you askiny 
tor 1 oney ¢ 

Mr. Tartarerro. As I understand it, the State of Nevada, repre 
sented by Mr. Young, is asking for money. 


Mr. Youna. That is right, sir. The agreement to get co pry 
Dam power was hot negotiated or porerets in time to have this al 
lotment request included in the original budget. So far as I know, 
there Was no negligence or dereliction on anyone 's part. It was that 
just in the passage of time they were not able to complete it in time 


to have it submitted in the original budget, but because of the power 
shortage in that area, they thought it would be possible to make the 
request for it at this time. 

Mr. JENSEN. Could private utilities in that area, or would they be 
willing, install these transformers with their own money, or are these 
transformers to be installed on Government-owned transmission lines / 

Mr. ‘Tauiarerro. Those transformers will be installed on the Gov 
ernment switchyard properties, and they will integrate both Hoover 
energy and Davis energy. So, from a practical operating standpoint, 
it would be desirable, I believe, for the Federal Government to own 
and operate the equipment. 

As to the question you raise about the priv: ate utilities, which, in 
this case, I believe, is the Southern Nevada Power Co.; the State does 
sell to the Southern Nevada Co. a portion of that energy, and whether 
they could install those facilities or share in their cost, I would not 
be prepared to say that it would be necessary for their delivery of 
the energy. 

Mr. Younea. I do not know that either. I can find out, if you 
like. 

Mr. Jensen. I think you had better find out, because we are trying 
to hold to the policy that if private utilities could and would furnish 
such needed facilities they should. It is not clear to me whether 
private utilities could properly install these transformers. 

Will you, find out and report to the executive secretary of this 
committee, just what you can about this question ? 

Mr. Youna. Yes, si 

(The report re ferred to follows:) 

Marcu 28, 1953 
The CHAIRMAN, 
Subcommittee on Interior Department Appropriations, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Str: At the time I appeared before your committee March 24, 1953, regarding 
funds for the additional transformer capacity at the basic magnesium sub 
station, the following specific questions were asked: (1) Why does not the 
Colorado River Commission of Nevada construct these facilities through private 
financing; (2) Why does not the Colorado River Commission request that the 
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Southern Nevada Power Co. also share in this expenditure? In the following 
paragraphs I have endeavored to answer these questions. 

Question No. 1: Why does not the Colorado River Commission of Nevada 
construct these facilities through private financing? 

The legislation of the State of Nevada creating the Colorado River Commission 
of Nevada does not provide for the appropriation of State funds for the con 
struction and operation of electric facilities by this Commission. It, therefore, 
does not own any physical power facilities but simply acts as the State agency 
for distributing Federal power allotted to the State to customers within the 
State. For 12 years Nevada has relied on the Bureau of Reclamation to furnish 
adequate facilities for the delivery of Federal power. The current proposal 
of additions to the Basic Magnesium substation (Henderson) is consistent in 
this respect with past practice. 

The State commission informs me that the two 75/100 megavolt ampere, 230/69 
kilovolt auto transformers, together with necessary auxiliary electric equip 
ment will be required to make it possible for Nevada to ntilize its energy and 
to make it available in adequate amount for the increasing defense load at the 
Basic Magnesium substation. It is the Commission’s opinion that these facilities 
are required to permit Nevada to utilize its allotted power and to provide for 
this increased defense load at Basic Magnesium plant in the most economical 
manner. 

The State of Nevada has contractual authority by means of which it can obtain 
revenues to pay the Federal Government the cost of the proposed substation with 
interest over the usual repayment period, thereby making the facilities com 
pletely self-liquidating 

Question No. 2: Why does not the Colorado River Commission request that 
the Southern Nevada Power Co. also share in this expenditure? 

The Bureau of Reclamation also informs me that they have contacted the 
Southern Nevada Power Co. and have been advised by them that the present 
power contract between that company and the Nevada commission provides suffi- 
cient capacity for its use through existing transformer facilities at the Basic 
Magnesium substation. The need for the additional transformer substation is 
therefore not due to inadequate facilities to serve the power company, but is due 
to increased power demands of the defense industries at the Basic Magnesium 
plant. These defense industries are electric customers of the commission, and it 
is important that their growing needs be adequately supplied. 

A telegram received from the Southern Nevada Power Co. in response to ques- 
tion No. 2, above, reads as follows: 

LAS VEGAS, NEv., March 24, 1953. 
Hon. CrirTron Youns, 
Congressman From Nevada, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Referring to authorization of funds for proposed transformer substation now 
before subcommittee of House Appropriations Committee, Southern Nevada 
Power Co. does not have any power contracts with Bureau of Reclamation. Pres- 
ent power contract between our company and Nevada Colorado River Commission 
provides sufficient capacity for us through transformers at Basic Magnesium 
project owned and operated by Bureau of Reclamation. The additional trans 
formers requested are needed so that the Nevada Colorado Commission can serve 
the highly important increased power needs of the defense industries located at 
sasic Magnesium, said industries and their operations being described in Senator 
McCarran’s letter to Secretary of the Interior on March 12, 1953. 

SOUTHERN NEVADA POWER Co., 
L. H. Compton, 
issistant General Manager. 


As pointed out in the testimony before the subcommittee, application for this 
item was not submitted to the Bureau of the Budget because it had not been pos- 
sible to complete the agreement for the purchase and transmission of Davis Dam 
energy in time. This is the earliest that the request could be presented. Because 
of the acute power shortage in southern Nevada, it was decided not to wait until 
preparation of the 1955 budget. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLIFTON YouNG, 
UVember of Congress, 
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Mr. Youna. I would like to include in the record letters from Sena 
tor McCarran to the Secretary of the Interior on this project. He 
goes into a little more detail in regard to the items which are produced 
out there. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, the letters will be included in the 
record at this point. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


Mareou 11, 1953 
Hon. DovuGias McKay, 
Secretary of the Interios 
Department of the Interior, Washington D.C 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: Again let me express my appreciation for your taking 
the time to visit with me in my office this morning Also, Iam grateful to Gover 
nor Miller 

As you will recall, we discussed the proposed transformer substation installa 
tion under the Davis Dam project, to be located at Basic Magnesium project, 
Henderson, Nev. 

As was pointed out to you in our conversation by Mr. L. H. Compton, repre 
senting the Colorado River Commission, contact was first made with the Bureau 
of Reclamation relative to this project on September 2, 1952, by the Colorado 
River Commission. A copy of this letter is enclosed for your information 

I wish to point out to you that this project is completely self-liquidating as 
the State of Nevada will enter into a contract with the Federal Government to 
pay back the cost of the proposed substation, with interest, over the usual pay 
back period. As you will recall, the project will need $100,000 to get started in 
the fiscal year 1954. The total cost of the project has been estimated at 
$2,400,000, which would be appropriated in later fiscal years as construction 
progresses, 

The authorization for this project is contained in the basic authorization which 
authorized the Davis Dam and would be a similar type of installation, authoriza 
tion-wise, as is contemplated in Arizona during the next fiscal year. 

I cannot overstress the need for immediate consideration of this matter as the 
southern Nevada area is facing a dire power shortage and the producers of essen 
tial defense materials in that area are requiring more and more power in order 
to continue to operate and increase their production, particularly the Titanium 
Corp. of America in the production of titanium and the Pioche Manganese Corp 
in the production of ferro-manganese from domestic ores, 

It is imperative that this project be started during the next fiscal year if any 
relief is to be afforded in this area. As you well know, the Congress is hesitant 
to act on matters without a budget estimate. Therefore I again respectfully re 
quest that you give every favorable consideration to the inclusion of this project 
in the revised fiscal 1954 budget. I have been very reliably informed that 
this project is not at all of a controversial nature and that the Bureau of Recia 
mation is in complete accord with both its necessity and the need for immediate 
action. Your advice in the premises will be appreciated 

My kindest personal regards and all best wishes to you 

Sincerely, 
Par McCarran 


Mr. E. G. NIELSEN, 
Regional Director, Region 111, 
United States Bureau of Reclamation, Boulder City, Nev 

Dear Str: Under contract symbol and number 176r—607, dated Mareh 29, 1950, 
between the United States and the State of Nevada, the United States agrees 
to receive energy at a nominal voltage of 230 kilovolts and deliver to the State 
at the Basic Magnesium project such energy less losses at approximately 13,800 
volts. This contract provides, among other things, energy deliveries as follows 


(a) Davis Dam powerplant energy 

(>) Energy to Nevada under article 9 of the above-mentioned contract 
and to Arizona under contract symbol 176r—455 

(c) Other energy. 


Expansion of facilities at Basic Magnesium project at Henderson by the major 
lessees and Nevada’s contractors, particularly for defense contracts, necessitates 
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changes in facilities in connection with the transmission and transformation of 
energy by the State of Nevada: and makes it necessary that new facilities be 
provided for delivery of additional capacity and energy supplied to the State 
The particular industries as Basic Magnesium project working directly or sec 
ondarily on defense contracts are 


1. Stauffer Chemical Co. of Nevada 

2. Western Electro-Chemical Co 

5. Titanium Metals Corporation of America 
4. Pioche Manganese Co 

5. Manganese, In 

6. United States Lime Products Corp 


In addition to these industries, California-Pacific Utilities Co. serves the 
defense housing area, Federal Housing Authority (Carver Park and Victory 
Village) and Henderson townsite 

The State of Nevada has under consideration contracts under which it. wi 
purchase large blocks of power from utilities in Arizona and municipalities 
southern California, and from Shasta powerplant, for use at Basic Magnesiun 
project, and now desires to arrange with the United States for delivery of this 
energy at the project at voltages of 69,000 and 13,800 volts 

Large increases in the delivery of power through the Bureau of Reclamation 
banks 2 and 3 at the project necessitates the change in the point of delivery 
at the interconnection of the Southern Nevada's 69-kilovolt system and the 
Bureau's system so that mutual standby service may be maintained under article 
15 of the transmission agreement first above referred to. The State is requesting 
the installation of generator unit N-S at Hoover power plant and capacity and 
energy from said unit to be transmitted over the Bureau's 230-kilovolt facilities 
and delivered to Nevada at 69 and 13.8 kilovolts at the project 

The installation of this proposed facility particularly accomplishes the 
following: 


1. Removal of bank 9 loads from tie buses of BMT except in emergency 
2. Removal of Cal-Pacifie 14-kilovolt load from tie buses of BM1. 
Removal of Southern Nevada Power Co. loads from 14-kilovolt windings 
anks 2 and 3 


of b 
4. Provides standby for BMI pumps, Henderson townsite, and Manganese, 
Inc. 
>. Makes available to Nevada’s contractors possible excess capacity and 
kilowatt-hours which may be obtainable from other than Hoover and Davis 
systems. 

6. Facilitates use of Davis dump power 

7. Removes bottleneck presently on BMI 69-kilovolt line caused by lack 
of capacity on bank 9. 

8. Necessary to secure benefits of installation of N-S generator. 


Studies made by the State and its contractors indicate that the State’s needs 
will be best served by the installation of two 60/80/100 kilovolt-ampere 3-phase 
transformers, 230/69 kilovolts. together with the necessary switchyard equip- 
ment, protective equipment, and metering. The enclosed sketch indicates the 
proposed layout of Nevada's suggested installation. 

The Colorado River Commission of Nevada, by this letter, formally requests 
the United States to (a) proceed with the installation of a 230/69-kilovolt 
transformer substation at the basic project consisting of two 60/80/100-kilovolt- 
ampere (or equivalent) transformers, and appurtenant equipment; and (b) 
draft a contract under which the State will assume the obligations for the use 
of said facilities over the usual long-term period. 

Your early consideration and drafting of plans will be appreciated by the 
commission 

Very truly yours, 
COLORADO RIVER COMMISSION OF NEVADA, 
Don ASHBAUGH, Secretary. 





Maren 12, 1953 
Hon. DoveLtas McKay. 


Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: Supplementing my letter to you of March 11 relative 
to the proposed substation at the Basic Magnesium installation at Henderson, 


3 
4 





103 


Nev., the thought has occurred to me that perhaps some additional facts rela 
tive to the operation of defense industries in this area would be helpful. Further 
t was my thought that I should emphasize to you that at the present time this 
area can only look to the Bureau of Reclamation to provide the facilities re 
quired for the delivery of additional power to the Henderson area 

The Basic Magnesium project at Henderson, Nev., was originally constructed 
during World War II to produce urgently needed magnesium. This plant dis 
continued operation after the war and wus given to the War Assets Administra 
tion for disposal. 

The Colorado River Commission of Nevada purchased the plant from the War 
(Assets Administration, and with approval of the War Assets Administration and 
the General Services Administration the Colorado River Commission of Nevada 

id all the physical properties to various industries which have commenced oper 
tions at the plant 

The industries in operation at this time are herewith listed 

(1) Shauffer Chemical Co. of Nevada. All the products manufactured are 
sed principally for essential defense purposes. Products which they manufacture 
at this location are chlorine, caustic soda, and insecticides. All operations at 
Henderson are on a continuous round-the-clock basis. Chlorine, which they 
nanufacture by an electrolytic process, is used in the manufacture of metallic 
chlorides of titanium, manganese, and aluminum One of the chlorides pro 
duced, titanium tetrachloride, is used in the manufacture of pure titanium metal, 
vhich is a vital and strategic metal used entirely for defense purposes. Chlorine 
s also used in the production of other chemicals such as ethylene oxide and 


ethylene glycol, catalysts, plastics, and synthetic rubber. It is also used in the 
manufacture of chemical warfare products, drinking water purification, and in 
the manufacture of insecticides and fungicides. Caustic soda is principally used 
in petroleum refining and aviation gasoline manufacture, soaps, detergents, tex 
tiles, water-treating compounds, and other chemicals. This company also pro 
duces at Henderson benzene hexachloride and DDT, both of which are used as 
nsecticides in food crop protection and for public health purposes. 

2) Western Electro-Chemical Co. Approximately 60 percent of their over 
all production goes either to one of the defense agencies or to prime contractors 
of these agencies. They have facilities contracts NOa 1111, NOa 1134 and DA 
H-O89-S C-11957 Chey are the only producer of any consequence of oxidizing 
agents for the solid-fuel jato program. They furnish the oxidizing agent potas 
siuin per hlorate to Aerojet Engineering ¢ orp. for use in conventional jatos, as 

ell as certain other products They are the principal producer of the so 
called smokeless oxidizing agent, ammonium perchlorate, used for the same 

ITpose The furnish a certain amount of potassium chlorate for Army Ordnance 
use and are the principal supplier of potassium perchlorate for Army Ordnance 
They are the principal producer of electrolytic manganese dioxide, used in cor 
tain specialized Signal Corps batteries, and furnish this material directly to 
prime contractors working for the United States Army Signal Corps. 

(5) Titanium Metals Corp. of America is one of the leading producers of the 
new wonder metal Titanium. Their present capacity is 10 tons per day. Pres 
ent schedules call for this to be increased to 25 tons oune 1954 and to 40 tons 
in 1956 

(4) Pioche Manganese Co. is producing badly needed ferro-manganese from 
Nevada’s Own ores. 

(5) Manganese, Inc., is treating manganese ores mined in the Henderson 
area for use by the steel industry. 

All of the above are vital to the defense activities and all have increased 
power needs. 

The Bureau of Reclamation owns and operates all the high voltage power 
facilities serving these industries at Henderson, Nev. The power used by in 
dustries is power allocated by your office to Nevada from the Hoover Dam and 
Davis Dam projects and the proposed transformer substation would be built 
and the Davis Dam authorization would cover this construction. 

The needs for additional power in the Southern Nevada area is serious, and 
the producers of essential defense materials are requiring more and more powe1 
in order to increase their production 

The Colorado River Commission of Nevada owns no physical power facilities 
and has no operating forces. The power allocated to Nevada from Hoover Dam 
and Davis Dam goes directly to industries at Henderson, Nev., through power 
facilities owned and operated by the Bureau of Reclamation. It must look to the 
Bureau of Reclamation to provide the facilities required to deliver the additional 
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power needs in that area, since the Bureau owns and operates all such existing 
power facilities 

Nevada has no funds which can be appropriated for construction of such a 
transformer substation, but it does have contractural privileges under which it 
can pay the Bureau of Reclamation the cost of the proposed substation with 
interest over the usual pay-back period, thereby making the project completely 
self-liquidating. Nevada can look only to the Bureau of Reclamation for the 
installation of such additional facilities at Henderson, as they will be directly 
connected to Bureau of Reclamation power lines. 

Your advice in the premises will be appreciated. 

I extend my kindest personal regards and all best wishes to you. 

Sincerely, 
Pat McCarran. 


Turespay, Marcu 24, 1953. 


Weper Bastin Provrcr 
WITNESSES 


HON. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF UTAH 

HON. WILLIAM A. DAWSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 

HON. DOUGLAS R. STRINGFELLOW, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. JenseN. We are glad to see our friend and colleague, Con- 
gressman William A. Dawson of Utah, before the committee. Mr. 
Dawson, I believe you want to talk about the Weber Basin project ? 

Mr. Dawson. That is right, Mr. Chairman. I have a statement 
prepared, but I would like the opportunity to read from it, if I might, 
to give you some idea of what I have in mind. 

Mr. Jensen. You may proceed. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Dawson. IT want to thank the committee for the opportunity 
of appearing in behalf of the continued orderly construction of a 
project that is not only vital to the growth of my State, but is also 
necessary for the defense effort of the Nation. 

The Weber Basin project—authorized by the 81st Congress—is now 
under construction. Funds were provided for the start of construction 
because of the extreme importance of additional water for municipal, 
industrial, and irrigation use to one of the most important defense 
areas in the western United States. 

In the area to be served by the project are the Utah General Depot, 
the Ogden Arsenal, the Clearfield Naval Supply Depot, and Hill 
Air Force Base. They are permanent installations and the influx 
of people they have brought to the area has overtaxed the existing 
facilities and sources of water. The Weber Basin project is the only 
feasible solution to this problem. 

I don’t intend to take the committee’s time reviewing the need of the 
project and its ultimate benefits to my area. This has been reviewed 
extensively by Congress and the Department of Interior in the past. 
On the basis of that review the project was approved and work started. 
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| would, however, like to point out that the local people in my 
State—who after all are the ones most familiar with the need for the 
project—have shown their support of the project in a most impressive 
way. They voted at a ratio of 4 to 1 to bond their farms : and property 
to guarantee the Government that it would be repaid for funds ad- 
vanced for the project. The contract between the people in the Weber 
Basin Water Conservancy District and the Federal Government calls 
for repayment of $57,694,000—the largest repayment contract in the 
history of the Bureau. Our people in Utah are slow to go into debt. 
They do not take such action wnless they are convinced that the object 
they are buying is worth the money. 

Ultimately, the project will furnish 164,600 acre-feet of water for 
1,000 acres of potentially productive land now unirrigated and for 
24,400 now inadequately irrigated along with municipal and industrial 
water for rapidly growing communities in Davis and Weber Counties. 
It also has important subsidiary benefits such as reclaiming land now 
\aterlogged and improving wildlife refuges. 

The Bureau of Reclamation and the President recommended 
$6,776,000 to continue the orderly construction of this project. I urge 
you to follow that recommendation. 

I would like to close this brief statement with an observation on 
reclamation and economy. I realize and I am in sympathy with the 
tremendous job the committee is facing in trying to balance the budget. 
I am firmly convinced that the people gave us a mandate to cut Fed 
eral expenditures. 

In the case of the Weber Basin project, we have American citizens 
asking the Government in its own interest to loan them back some of 
the tax funds they have sent in to Washington. They have pledged 
their property to guarantee this loan. The project is necessary to 
the country’s defense installation. It is not the place to economize. 

The other day, however, I received this clipping through the mail 
from back home. It is an Associated Press dispatch originating here 

n Washington last Friday. I will read it to you. It is captioned, 
“United States To Give $10 Million to Egypt for Rural Aid.’ 

It reads: 

The United States has agreed to give Egypt $10 million toward a rural in 
provement program. 

The move reflected the Lisenhower administration’s policy of improving rela 
tions with Arab nations in the strategic Middle East 

A State Department announcement yesterday said under an agreement signed 
in Cairo, Egypt itself will put the equivalent of $15.7 million into the program 

The United States money comes from point 4 technical-aid funds. The project 
will be aimed at reclaiming wastelands and resettling landless farmers. 

Now, the people in Utah are not internationally minded to the degree 
that they would uncomplainingly sacrifice a project they have agreed 
to pay for in order that more of their dollars can be given to the 
farmers in Egypt. And that is an understatement of their attitude 
in the extreme. 

I would like to add this: I referred to the fact that the people out 
there voted 4 to 1 to repay this money, and the project is now under 
construction. The first phase of the project is a tunnel, the contract 
on which has been let, and I understand from the report of the Bu 
reau it is getting pretty well along. I have a statement here from the 
Bureau which informs me the construction of the Gateway Tunnel is 
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now under way, and the regional director, Mr. Larson, advises that 
excellent progress is being made. In fact, he said the tunnel work is 
ahead of schedule. 

In view of the fact that it is now under construction, and we feel 
that it is vital to the area, we think it would be a sad mistake to stop 
construction at this time. 

It is true this is 1 of the 10 new starts that were made last year, 
and I do not know what the attitude of the committee might be on 
these new starts, but I do feel, in view of the fact this was authorized 
by the last Congress and construction is now under way, and the 
a have so wholehe artedly come forth and bonded themselves, in 

‘fect, by pledging their lands for the repayment of this money— 
incidentally, it is the largest repayment contract the Bureau has ever 
entered into, according to the Department—I feel the committee would 
be justified in appropriating the amount reamnsended by the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

Mr. Jensen. Congressman Dawson, as you know, the Congress ap 
propriated $1,350,000 for this project last year. For many years 
past this committee had information from interested people in that 
area regarding this project, and the Congress did see fit to go ahead 
with it. This project, without a doubt, is among the good projects 
that are now under construction, and it will pay back most of the 
inoney that Congress furnishes. 

We appreciate your interest, and we appreciate your coming before 
the committee and giving us this very fine statement, and the com 
mittee will, you can be assured, give your request full and due con- 
sideration. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND COST 


Mr. Dawson. I just want to remind the committee, too, that you 
said practically all will be repayable. I think there is a very little 
bit of this project that is not reimbursable. There is very little flood 
control and wildlife. It is practically all reimbursable. 

Mr. Fenton. What will this eventually cost / 

Mr. Dawson. In the neighborhood of $70 million. 

Mr. Fenton. Is it mostly irigation ? 

Mr. Dawson. Yes: I think irrigation is the greatest part of it. 
However, the urgent part now is for municipal and industrial water 
It is in a populous area, and there is no other way to get water in 
there. 

Mr. Fenron. And power ¢ 

Mr. Dawson. There is some power. They have developed 5,400 
kilowatts of hydroelectric power, reclaimed approximately 49,000 
acres of waterlogged land, and will irrigate 24,000 acres of land un- 
irrigated at this time, and an additional 50,500 acres which have a 
short supply of water. 

Mr. Fenron. What Federal plants are involved in this? 

Mr. Dawson. Four principal ones. They are large ones. There is 
what is known as the Ogden General Depot, a storage plant for Army 
supplies. Then there is the Ogden Arsenal, which is loading shells 
and storing ammunition. The arsenal employs 3,500 people. The 
Hill Air Force Base employs 14,000 people. And the naval supply 
depot at Clearfield employs in the neighborhood of 4,000. That hap- 
pens to be my home county where the plants are located, all except 
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the Ogden Depot, in a comparatively small county. The communi 
ties have expanded far beyond their capacity, and they are in a critical 
situation. If they do not get some water in there, it will be serious. 

Mr. Norretst, You do not know whether this has been reinvest 
vated by the new administration / 

Mr. Dawson. It has not. I had a telephone conversation with Mr. 
Dodge the other day, and he said it had not. I mentioned to him it 
was one of the new projects that had been started, and he said they 
had concluded to investigate all these new projects, but this particu 
lar one, so far as he knew, there had been no investigation on. 

[ have with me my colleague, Congressman Stringfellow, from 
Oeden. He comes from another district than mine, but Weber and 
Davis Counties adjoin each other. 

Mr. Jensen. Congressman Stringfellow, we will be glad to hear 
your statement. We appreciate your appearance and will be glad to 
hear from you at this time. 


NEED FOR THE PROJECT 


Mr. Srrincrettow. I am Congressman Douglas R. Stringfellow. 
| represent Utah’s First District, which comprises 25 of the 29 coun 
ties in Utah. 

Knowing that we must recapture our natural resources, reclaim 
them, and that our greatest natural resource is water, I make this 
appearance today because of the lmiporrance of the Weber Basin 
project to our economy in the State of Utah. 

[ am in complete harmony with the statement submitted by Wil 
liam A. Dawson, Congressman from Utah’s Second District. So as 
not to take up too much of the time of this committee, I will place 
myself in the position of supporting his views, because I think he 
has covered the facts very completely. 

I would like to say that the need for water in our particular district 
is created in part by the establishment of military installations in our 
district. However, the primary purpose for this project is to enable 
us to make homes for our future citizens, and the only way to do this 
is to have enough water and power. We are looking to the future 
development of civilian production, of industries locating there if 
they have sufficient water and power to do so. We feel if the Weber 
Basin project is completed it will be a source of furnishing the water 
and the power needed for such expansion. 

Our whole economic development is geared to our capturing of 
natural resources through various reclamation projects. Last year 
we had a severe flood in Ogden, Utah. Our watersheds need to be 
developed to put to use for culinary and municipal purposes and for 
power and irrigation. 

I want to say also, I am in complete sympathy with the adminis 
tration in wanting to balance the budget. I do not asociate myself 
with those who favor economy just as long as it does not affect myself. 
Money invested in the Weber Basin project is an investment in our 
future, and it will affect all our people. As long as we can develop 
our last great frontier in the West, the country as a whole will profit, 
and it will have an effect on the economy of the entire Nation. The 
appropriation for this project should be in keeping with our sound 
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fiseal policy. It is understood that we may not get all the money we 
need at times because of this, but I believe it would be poor economy 
to discontinue the project after starting it. 

I have made a complete study of the project, and I am sure that I 
share the views of many people. The arguments pro and con in 
reference to the project are contained in the Congressional Record. 
The last Congress has seen fit to start it. I do not care to insert any 
of those remarks in the record at this time. I just want to place my- 
self on record with this committee as favoring the continuance of the 
Weber Basin project, and I feel the Reclamation Bureau will recom- 
mend a sum consistent with our fiscal policy, and I ask the committee 
to place that sum in the budget for the coming fiscal year. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Congressman. I might say that over the 
years this committee has made recommendations for the conservation 
and preservation of our natural resources very closely in line with 
your ideas. At times some sources may have thought we were too 
liberal, and at times some sources may have thought we were too con- 
servative; but this committee has taken a very great interest in the 
development of the West, and has seen to it that as much money was 
appropriated as we felt justified for reclamation projects and for the 
orderly development of the West. 

And so you may be sure, as all are sure who have watched the actions 
of this committee, that we do take a very great interest in the problem 
of trying to hold that liquid gold they call water out there. We will 
do our level best to do the right thing, not only for the Weber Basin 
project, but every other project and every other request that comes 
before this committee. 

Mr. SrrincreLtLow. Might I say that the people of my State and 
surrounding States will be very grateful for your consideration, and 
they are extremely appreciative of the interest that has been ex- 
hibited in the past. 

Mr. Fenron. Of course it will take a number of years before this 
project is completed ? 

Mr. StrinGrettow. That is very true. 

Mr. Fenron. You are asking for $6 million this year, and eventually 
it is going to cost how much ? 

Mr. Dawson. I was given the figure of $70,385,000. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Fenron. When do you estimate this project will be completed ? 

Mr. Dawson. They estimate it will be completed at the end of fiscal 
1960. I could be wrong about that being the final completion date. 
I am reading from information Mr. Lineweaver gave me. It says 
that continuation of construction in accordance with the present 
schedule will make possible the generation of 4,000 kilowatts of power 
and the initial delivery of culinar y and industrial water by the end 
of fiscal year 1956, and that by the end of fiscal year 1960 an adequate 
and dependable water supply for irrigation for the entire acreage. 

Mr. Fenton. That is a long time to wait for water if you need it 
now. 

Mr. Srrincrectow. It should be pointed out that if we have too 
many winters in a row like we have had this year, sunshiny and very 
little precipitation, a storage project such as this will be the lifeblood 
of our economy and will save our necks. 
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Mr. Dawson. We hope we will have no kickbacks like in some 
reclamation projects, starting out at a certs iin amount and increasing 
the amount until there have been kickbacks. 


WORK ACCOMPLISHED TO DATI 


Mr. Norreti. What isthe date of this contract / 

Mr. Dawson. 1952, last year. 

Mr. Norreti. W hat work has been done / 

Mr. Dawson. They have started work on the Gateway tunnel. That 
s well under way. It is way ahead of schedule. 

Mr. Jensen. It is to be completed in 1956, the Gateway tunnel. 

Mr. Norreti. And you think they are not behind with their work, 
they are about on time ? 

Mr. Dawson. They are ahead of schedule. 

Mr. Norreti. But you do not know what work is yet to be done ¢ 

Mr. Dawson. No, I do not, other than the fact they have started 
drilling through the mountains. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, gentlemen. 

We have a visitor today from the other end of the Capitol. We are 
always happy to have our good friend, Senator Watkins, of Utah, 
appear before this committee, which he has done several times in the 
interest of projects in his great State of Utah. I believe you want to 
testify again today and tell us all about the Weber Basin project, 
Senator ¢ 

NEED FOR RECLAMATION PROJECTS IN UTAH 


Senator Warkins. Well, I do not need to tell you all about it. You 
have heard me many times on this same project. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say Congressman Dawson and Congressman 
Stringfellow have just finished, as you walked in, giving us very fine 
statements justifying the request which is in the budget this year for 
the Weber Basin project. But we are always happy to listen to you. 

Senator Warkins. Knowing them as I do, I believe I can say I 
approve of everything they said, and I hope I will not contradict 
anything they said. 

This is a very important project in the economy of Utah, and one 
of the justifications for going ahead with it now was passed upon by 
the Congress last year in giving the starting appropri: ition. The bill 
was passed in 1949. It isin a defense area, as I imagine my colleagues 
have already told you. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Senator Warxins. And it is in an area that has increased in popu- 
lation, largely because of the establishment of these defense installa- 
tions. The necessity of going ahead now that they have started the 
project is well known. You have to build up first an engineering 
organization to handle a project of that size, and that organization is 
now in existence. These men, if they do not have something to do, 
will be gone. Other people will pick them up, and it will be difficult 
to reassemble a ¢ ompetent organization. 

The reclamation projects in Utah are practically through, for any- 
thing that is authorized, except this project. Salt Lake City is the 
headquarters for region 4. Mr. Larson is the regional director, and 
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he and his assistants have done the preliminary work. We have let a 
contract for the construction of the Gateway tunnel. That is the one 
bringing water from Weber River around the mountain to Davis 
County which will supply the communities there with much needed 
water for municipal and industrial use, and some for irrigation. It 
will also supply water to land improperly irrigated now. These 
people have gone on year after year taking losses, hoping something 
would happen to get some of the waste waters onto their lands. Those 
lands will be made productive and will be a great help to the economy 
of the State. 

In addition, it will make possible a water supply for the cities and 
towns that have had this increase in population. The Defense De 
partment was in the position where they could not say too much about 
it, but we found out, the Utah delegation at least, the necessity of hav- 
ing this project go forward. ; 

I found, in checking with the Reclamation Bureau, they can spend 

509,000 on Wanship Reservoir. That is now being wasted com- 
p letely, They can store the water, and it will be the source of supply 
for a part of the lands under this proje ct. 

The project is planned in two stages. This is the first stage. It 
may be years before they reach the second stage. The finishing of 
Gateway tunnel will take $1,972,000; and after that it will take, to 
bring the water to Davis County, $1,130,000. There are some in- 
cidentals in here that bring it up to a little over $6,000,000, 

I look at this matter of reclamation as something we cannot stop 
entirely. We have some obligation, as a matter of defense if nothing 
else, to take care of our people. Our population is increasing at the 
rate of approximately 214 million per year. The places for our 
people to live on and rear families are growing less. Out West are 
the places where we will have to absorb a lot of this population. At 
present we export thousands of our young people. We have reached 
the saturation point of our population unless we can take care of the 
water needs and put to use the water that is now wasted. 

These projects will be completely reimbursable. There is not any 
question about that. And if we can go ahead with this Weber Basin 
project we can help take care of the growing population there. With 
this project and others coming up, Utah will get her share of the 
Colorado River, and we can more than double the population of that 
State. It will help take care of that increase in population. 

I happen to be chairman of the Senate Immigration Committee, 
and we are getting terrific pressures from the outside to bring in more 
and more people. This year we are bringing in 250,000 or more. Add 
that to the 214 million per year increase, and you will see what we 
are up against in this country. We cannot hope for social security 
before we make proper provisions for all our people. This is as 
worthy an item as anything you can name in the entire budget. I 
do not think we ought to go wild on this, but it is not a project that 
can be organized and put on the shelf until we reach a point where 
employment is going down, to take care of the valleys, as the Presi- 
dent said in his state-of-the-Union message. I think when that time 
comes we ought to have the project ready. The contract has been 
let on this one reservoir. The first appropriation was $1,350,000. 
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Mr. Norrewu. I am usually in favor of going along with a Senator 
und Congressman regarding projects in his State and district. I think 
| know more about what should be done in my district than President 
Roosevelt knew, or President Truman or President Eisenhower; but, 
of course, under our system, we have to work out something and abide 
by it, but I am inclined to go along with a Senator and Congressman 

henever I can. 

Senator Warkins. I would say this: If I do not know about this 
na general way, it is because I am too dumb to learn, because I prac 
tically lived with reclamation peor cts for 14 years before I came here, 
ind IT have been actively engaged in holding hearings on the subject 
“Ince I came he re. 

Mr. Norrect. You are the spokesman for the State of Utah while 
you are here, SO far as l ahh concerned. 

Senator Warkins. I know the features of the projects and know 
where they are to be built, and I have gone over this very recent ly with 
the engineer in the field who is doing the work. 

Mr. Norrevn. If you did not know what was best for them, they 
would probably have someone else 

Senator Wavkins. I would like to call this to your attention also: 
I am not doing this to kick about it at all, but the sad fact is that Utah 
has had tess assistance on reclamation than nearly any of the other 
Western States. Yet, it was the first State to demonstrate to the 
Anglo-Saxon the value of irrigation in the United States. We pio- 
neered it and we went at it just as fast as we could; but, for some rea 
son, the States around us have had larger appropriations, while ours 
have been small. This Weber Basin project is the first big project 
we have had. We have been at the tail end during this time, and 
while we have been coming in and asking for three or four million, 
the other requests around us have been running up to $35 and $40 
million. 

Mr. Jensen. You know, Senator, the Bible says “The first shall be 
last and the last shall be first.” 

Senator Warkins. I hope that is going to be true. 

Mr. Dawson. We have this upper Columbia project coming along 

few years from now for appropriations; so 1 hope that statement 
of yours might be included in the record. 

Senator Warkins. That will be in the major leagues when we come 
into that project. It will be around a billion dollars. 

Mr. JeNsEN. All right, gentlemen; we thank you for your appear- 
ance here today. 

Senator Warkrys. We greatly appreciate the opportunity to ap 
pear before this subcommittee in ‘behalf of the projects in our State. 


20433—-53—pt. 4S 
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CONSERVATION AND Prorection or FiLorta Key DEER 
Monpay,. Marcu 23, 1953. 


WITNESSES 


HON. WILLIAM LANTAFF, REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

DR. CLARENCE COTTAM, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, FISH AND WILD- 
LIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

CARL SHOEMAKER, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE 
FEDERATION 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have before the committee this 
morning our good friend and colleague, Congresman Lantaff of 
Florida, who is interested in fish and wildlife conservation especially 
as it pertains to his district. He has with him Dr. Cottam from the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and Mr. Shoemaker, representing the 
National Wildlife Federation. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Lanrarr. Mr. Chairman, we are here seeking an appropriation 
of $10,000 for the conservation and protection of the Florida Key 
deer. The Florida Key deer are a species of deer different from those 
found on the mainland. Legislation seeking to conserve and protect 
this rapidly dwindling herd has been pending before the Congress 
for some time. 

The original bill was introduced in the 80th Congress by Congress- 
man Charles Bennett, wherein the Department of the Interior was 
given broad powers to condemn lands within a certain specified area 
along the Florida coast. For the acquisition of lands in that area 
for a refuge the cost would be approximately $100,000, 

Considerable opposition was voiced by some of the residents in 
Monroe County, which is the county in which this refuge would be 
located, because of the fact that so much of the property there is off 
the tax rolls of the county now. The naval base, the air base, and 
the Everglades National Park, have taken large areas off the county 
tax rolls. 

We were somewhat at a loss as to how we could compensate the 
county for any additional lands which might be taken off the tax rolls, 

and that is about the way we left the legislation last year. 

This year we are before this committee to ask two things: 

First, to insert in the appropriation law language to this effect: 

For the leasing and management of lands for the protection of the Florida 
Key deer, 

In my opinion there is precedent for the insertion of that language 
because in the Public Law 470 which was the appropriation act for last 
vear, we find the following language under Fish and Wildlife Service : 


MANAGEMENT OF RESOURCES 


For expenses necessary for conservation, management, protection, and utili- 
zation of fish and wildlife resources, and for the performance of other authorized 
functions related to such resources ; operation of the industrial properties within 
the Crab Orchard National Wildlife Refuge; maintenance of the herd of long- 
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horned cattle on the Wichita Mountains Wildlife Refuge; purchase or rent of 
land, and functions related to wildlife management in California. 

We are seeking to have the language which I have mentioned 
inserted; that is, language authorizing the leasing and management 
of lands for the protection of the Florida Key deer. 

Sufficient property owners in this area have indicated their willing- 
ness to rent lands on favorable terms to the Fish and Wildlife Service 
of the Department of the Interior in order that these deer can be 
protected and in order that sufficient waterholes can be provided for 
them. 

Now, the number of deer when we first started on this project 
amounted to around 24. The Boone and Crockett Club of New York 
and the National Wildlife Federation through voluntary efforts have 
managed to keep a game warden in that area. The Warden has helped 
to enforce the State conservation laws in that area and stopped most 


< the killing of these deer. A good many of them were being killed 
by sportsmen who lured them to their boats with flashlights and killed 
them when they were swimming in the water. Most of that has been 


stopped. Of course, as civilization extends over this entire area a 
good many of them are killed by automobiles when the deer come out 
a water. T hrough the volunteer efforts which have been carried on 
by these sportsmen’s organizations in the past, the herd has just about 
trebled in size from 24 to 70, and we are hopeful of continuing to 
maintain a warden in the area to provide fresh waterholes for the deer 
and to keep them back off the highways, and provide food for them. 
[ think, perhaps, the effort that has been made voluntarily by these 
sportsmen’s groups in the past has saved this herd which was faced 
with extinction before this time. 

We think with a budget of $10,000 that we can satisfactorily operate 
during the fiscal year 1954. 

The budget which I would like to present as an exhibit to the com- 
mittee includes a refuge manager, a GS—7, $4,205; operating expenses, 
gas, oil, and repairs for boats, motor vehicles and other expenses, 
$2,500; costs of negotiation for leases and agreements with landowners 
and payments for the leases, $1,500, and water hole development, 
$1,795 

I would like to offer that as the proposed budget for this project for 
the year 1954. 

In furtherance of the item with reference to the water holes, a good 
many of the waterholes there, are, of course, saline and the preblem 
of kee sping deer in this area is one largely of providing fresh-water 
holes and food. I would like to call on Dr. Cottam from the Fish 
and Wildlife Service to show you some pictures of these animals and 
some skins that were taken, to compare those with the normal deer 
which are found on the mainland. 


NO BUDGET REQUEST FOR PROGRAM 


Mr. Jensen. Before we see those pictures let me ask you a question 
or two. You do not have a budget request for this $10,000? 

Mr. Lanrarr. No, sir. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Has a request been made of the Budget ? 

Mr. Lanrarr. We have not gone to the Budget; no, sir. 
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Mr. Jensen. You are asking for a specific appropriation here for 
this item to appear in the bill, or are you asking that the Fish and 
Wildlife Service out of the funds which we appropriate to them ear- 
mark or turn over to this project the amount necessary to do the 
things that you want to do which you have budgeted here, in the 
amount of $10,000? 

Mr. Lanrarr. No, sir; we would like to have an increased appro- 
priation for the Department in the sum of $10,000, rather than asking 
the Department to abserb it. We also would prefer not to put in the 
limiting language, “not to exceed $10,000” for that purpose. 

Dr. Cottam has explored that particular area. 

Mr. Jensen. You say you want language in the report which would 
not limit you? 

Mr. Lanrarr. No, sir; we do not want limiting language in the 
report. 

Mr. Jensen. Why? 

Mr. Lanvarr. We can put it in in that manner, but if the expenses 
should run $10,010 we thought it would be better not to limit the 
fund for that purpose, that if the Fish and Wildlife Service wanted 
to put more funds into it it could absorb the balance out of their 
budget. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, you understand that it is very unusual for 
us to put an item in the bill which is not in the budget. 

Mr. Lanrarr. That is right, sir; I understand that. 

Mr. Jensen. We do not do it too often. It has been done, of course, 
and this committee has done it, but when we do that we generally put 
in a limitation. 

Mr. Lanrtarr. I have no particular objection, sir, to putting that 
limitation in in that manner because I think it does earmark it. 

Mr. Jensen. Because, after all, if we put this $10,000 in that you 
are asking for, the committee may not feel that Congress would be 
justified in putting in a new item for which it does not have budget 
approval, and then if more money was spent than the $10,000, it would 
have to come out of some other function. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Yes, sir: that is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Should the Fish and Wildlife Service have to take 
that amount away from some other function they would probably not 
appreciate it. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Yes, sir, that is correct; there is no question about 
that. 

Mr. Jensen. I just want to make that plain. Now, is there any- 
thing else ? 


Mr. Lantrarr. Yes: there are two items. We discussed the matter 


of going to the budget with this item, but in view of the fact that 
$10,000 was so small an amount we decided to come direct to this com- 
mittee about it. 

There is a second proposition which Dr. Cottam can explain with 
reference to fees derived by the Department, as I recall it, and which 
finance a good many of these conservation projects, and which the 
Department is not authorized to use for the conservation of these Key 
deer. I would like to ask Dr. Cottam to explain that to you, Mr. 
Chairman. 
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ATTITUDE OF LANDOWNERS IN REFUGE AREA 


Mr. Jensen. Let me ask you this, referring to the land that you 
propose to use for this deer refuge: Is all of that land privately owned 
and, or is it in the national parks ¢ 

Mr. Lanrarr. No, sir: none of it is in the national parks. Some 
of the land is owned by the Federal Government, and other land is 
privately owned land. 

Dr. Corram. The area we have down there adjacent to it is the 
Great White Heron refuge, which primarily has been private lands. 
We have an authorization for the submerged area. 

Mr. Jensen. Is there any opposition to this proposal ¢ 

Mr. Lanvarr. There is not in the present form. 

Mr. Jensen. Neither from the Federal ageney that has control 
of this federally owned land or from private owners ¢ 

Mr. Lanrrarr. No, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. You can assure us of that 4 

Mir. Lanrarr. There was opposition last year, but there is not to 
this proposal. 

Mr. JENSEN. You say there was last year / 

Mr. Lanrarr. Yes: because of the power of eminent domain. 

Mr. JENSEN. Who opposed it / 

Mr. Lanrarr. The County Commissioners of Monroe County op 
posed it because they did not want to give the Department the power 
of eminent domain. We are not elving them that power under the 
proposal which is before the committee today. We are only giving 
them the power to lease and manage lands. 


ORGANIZATION INTERESTED IN REFUGI 


Mr. Jensen. Can you tell us who, other than the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Congressman, are interested in this proposal’ Who has ex- 
pressed their interest in it’ Have the people and the county com 
missioners? Do they now favor this proposal 

Mr. Lantarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Do any other organizations favor it 4 

Mr. Lanrarr. Yes. The National Wildlife Federation, the Boone 
and Crockett Club of New York, the Audubon Society of Florida, 
and the State Federation of Women’s Clubs of Florida. Of course, 
the project was popularized by Ed Dodd in a number of cartoon 
strips, which might be con idered as Comic Strips, and the Boy Scouts 
of America picked it up as a project. I received numerous letters 
from all over the United States from the Boy Scouts about it. 

Mr. SHoemaxer. The Izaak Walton League favors it, also the 
Wildlife Management Association and the Utah Wilderness Society 
favors it, and a dozen other national organizations as well as hun 
dreds of smaller groups throughout the country. 

Mr. Jensen. All of them have expressed interest in this project / 

Mr. SHoeMAKER. Yes, sir, they have. 

Mr. Lantarr. They urge the Congress to take action to protect this 
species, the Key deer. 

(Diseussion off the record.) 

Mr. Fenton. There is just a small amount of Federal land in- 
volved here, you say? 
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Mr. Lanvarr. There are a few islands, not over three of them out 
in the bay that are owned by the Federal Government. 

Dr. Corram. And most of those are inundated at high tide. 

Mr. Lanvarr. That is right. 

Mr. Fenton. What has the State of Florida in their wildlife work 
done toward this project? 

Mr. Lanrarr. They have numerous conservation areas in the State. 

Mr. Fenton. They have general hunting and fishing laws, have they 
not ? 

Mr. Lanvrarr. That is right. The reason that this is a national 
problem is because of the fact that in the conservation field this is 
the only species of its kind in the world. The Boone and Crockett 
Club of New York and the National Wildlife Federation took this 
on as one of their projects to protect these Key deer, I think, last 
year. 

Dr. Corram. Two years ago we started in with the Boone and 
Crockett Club and the Wildlife Federation being interested in it. 

Mr. SHOEMAKER. Our commitment runs out on July 1. This year 
we put up the money to take care of the warden service down there. 


LEGISLATION FOR PROJECT 


Mr. Lantarr. May I make one observation before Dr. Cottam tells 
you about these deer / 

Legislation has been pending before the legislative committee, which 
you referred to a minute ago, since the 80th Congress—the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

We all appeared last year before the subcommittee which was ap- 
pointed to consider this legislation and the subcommittee indicated 
their willingness to approve legislation at that time which would have 
given the Department of the Interior the power of eminent domain. 

However, in view of the peculiar situation in Monroe County, with 
so much land off the tax rolls, and the fact that the county commis- 
sioners were faced with an expanding population and the necessity 
of furnishing municipal services in the county with so much land 
already owned by the Federal Government, they urged that if any 
land was condemned the Federal Government should continue to pay 
taxes on it or make a tax payment each year in lieu of taxes, based on 
the assessed value and the tax rate at the time the property was con- 
demned. 

So, we presented such an amendment to the bill to the committee. 
However, it was without precedent, and the Department objected to 
that particular precedent being enacted into law. It would have 
amounted to only about $1,000 a year, I think, in the case of Monroe 
County but the Department was fearful of establishing a precedent. 
In view of that fact we did not pursue it further. 

Mr. JENSEN. So, you are not condemning any land under this pro- 
posal ? : 

Mr. Lantarr. That is right. 


BUDGET REQUEST 
Mr. Jensen. You are merely asking for a man to guard these deer, 


a GS-7, at $4,205; operating expenses, gas, oil, and repairs for boats 
and motor vehicles and other expenses, $2,500; and for negotiations for 
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leases and agreements with landowners and payments for leases, 
$1.500; and for waterhole development, $1,795 


LAND LEASES 


Now, tell us something about that. Provided the landowners are 
still going to be able to use their lands as before, why do you have 
to pay? W hy do you have to take these leases? Will they turn this 
land completely over to the Fish and Wildlife Service for complete 
use so the owners of the land will have no access to it whatever? 
Is that the supposition ? 

Mr. Lanrarr. Dr. Cottam has been in contact with some of these 
property owners, and I think it might be well if you would outline 
the results of your talks with them, Doctor. 

Dr. Corram. It is our feeling, Mr. Jensen, through the contracts 
that we have made with the owners of these lands that they will let 
us use the land as far as use for deer is concerned, and they can use 
their land as they have used it before. Most of those lands that we 
would touch on, Big Torch Key and Big Pine Key, are forested areas. 
Some of it they would like to have us come on for the simple reason 
that we could help them with fire protection on that land. 

Mr. Jensen. But they are still going to charge you? 

Dr. Corram. Some of them probably will. We have the distinct 
feeling, however, that some of the larger owners will charge us very 
little. 

Mr. JENSEN. Why should they charge you at all ? 

Dr. Corram. It is private property, that is all. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; I realize that. 

Dr. Corram. It is private property, and they can keep us out if 
they wish to do so. 

Mr. Jensen. Do they graze any stock on this land of their own? 

Dr. Corram. To say positively “no” would be, I believe, a mistake. 
I would say very, very little. I could not list specifically the areas 
where there is grazing. I know on most of it there is no grazing. 
There is just a series of keys and islands. 

Mr. JeENsEN. You have an item here for waterholes development, 
$1,795. 

Dr. Corram. That is for fresh water. 

Mr. Jensen. For fresh water? 

Dr. Corram. Yes. 

There are two reasons for that. First, not only do we want to 
distribute the deer and keep them from coming near the highway, 
but when your population is as low as 24 deer, as it was 2 years ago— 
and it may have been lower than that—there are three major sources 
of losses. One is the many deer that we had killed on Highway 1. 
Cars travel rather rapidly on that highway going to Key West. Now, 
one reason for the deer concentrating along that area was that there 
were waterholes there and the deer come out at night to get to those 
waterholes, and they are bumped off quickly. Last year there has 
not been a single loss. What we would like to do is to develop a 
supply of water away from the road to hold the deer in there. Now, 
when drought comes there is no fresh water available on the island, 
and the deer have to live. They are semiaquatic and they swim 
between the keys. 
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That has been the practical effect of it until the last 2 years, and 
in the last year there has not been a single loss on the highway and 
there were seven the year before. That is practically elimimated now. 

Mr. Jensen. Do the proper local authorities in that area provide 
adequate fines and penalties for the killing of these deer / 


PRESERVATION WORK TO DATI 


Dr. Corram. Since we have had this cooperative arrangement with 
the Boone and Crockett Club for 2 vears and with the Wildlife 
Federation for possibly 3 years and this 3-year cooperative arrange 
ment between the Fish and Wildlife Service and the State of Florida 
and the outside ageney that has been raising the funds, the State 
agency has tried to get funds to contribute to this thing. The man 
we have hired to patrol the area has State authority to make arrests, 
and, herefore, he is, to that extent, a State employee, as well as a 
Federal employee. It isa cooperative venture, so it is working out 
very well. I know of no case in wildlife conservation where there 
has been such an absolute achievement in such a short time as there 
has been in this case of these Kev deer. 

Mr. Fenron. The State of Florida has specific laws for this; has 
it not? 

Dr. Corram. Yes, they do, but I would say the difference is, Dr. 
Fenton, whether we like it or not, that in this area the deer were not 
being protected and they were going down more and more and more, 
and the State of Florida asked us to please come in and help to correct 
the situation or we will drop another national species. 

Mr. Lanrarr. The State board of conservation in Florida is pretty 
well limited for funds to license fees which are derived from the 
sportsmen, but unfortunately there has been a woefully inadequate 
budget, not only for the protection of resources on land, but those 
of the sea, and there has been a constant effort ever since I was in the 
State legislature to obtain additional funds for the conservation and 
protection of such things as the Florida lobster, the Florida hard- 
shelled crab, and such other species as are dwindling, and the State 
has been faced, until a short time ago, with verv inadequate funds. 

Mr. Fenron. The keys are very, very narrow there: are they not / 

Mr. Lantarr. Yes. 

Mr. Fenton. There is practically only No. 1 Highway going 
through there? 

Mr. Lanrarr. Yes: that is right. 

Mr. Fenton. It is the area there in the lower tip around Key West ? 

Dr. Corram. Yes. If you wish, I could explain these photographs. 
Here is the Key deer. It is a little bit of a thing, about 26 to 27 
inches tall. Here is a skin of one of them right here. This is the 
skin of a male Key deer taken 2 vears ago. 

This [indicating] is a female deer. That was taken in the southern 
Everglades. That deer was killed illegally. This female deer is 
much smaller than the male. She was killed illegally, and they 
turned the skin over to us. This was taken from the southern part 
of that coast. 

Mr. Fenron. Do they have any open hunting season ? 

Mr. Lanrarr. On these deer ? 

Mr. Fenron. Yes. 
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Mr. Lantrarr. No. 

Mr. Frenrvon. I would certainly give a very heavy penalty for any 
body caught killing them. 

Mr. Lantarr. That is done. 

Dr. Corram. I would like to say, Mr. Lantaff, that the road patrol 
men are perhaps the most potent friends we have there. They work 
hand in glove with Mr. Watson who is in charge of this. They are 
doing exactly the work of the State commission, because of their gen 
eral interest in it, and they are helping tremendously {indicating |. 

Mr. Lantarr. Dr. Cottam, will you explain about the $10,000 4 
Phat question was raised before, and we discussed it somewhat. 

Dr. Corram. As I see it, in the appropriation legislation after it 
refers to California, that is where I think it ought to go. The author 
zation 1s the } rincipal thing that is needed. «Next, S1LO.000 is needed 
for the simple reason that the duck stamp and other funds such as 
ve normally get there cannot be put to this. We have no funds ap 
plicable to big game handling, so-called big game. except for opera 
tion and maintenance of the boats. We have to have the authoriza 
tion first. That is the most important thine. If we vet the authori 
zation then we have to take up the other things from the standpoint 
of operational and maintenance activity. 

I have the skins here, but I presume these photographs are all you 
want. 

Incidentally, this is the smallest deer on the North American Con 
tinent. | thought you would be interested in it. It is an unique 
creature. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. the committee will give it consideration. 

Mr. Lantarr. Mr. Chairman, may Mr. Shoemaker be given per 
mission to insert a statement in the record at this point / 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, without objection, Mr. Shoemaker may insert a 
statement in the record. 

Mr. Lanrarr. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


’ 

STATEMENT OF CARL TD). SHOEMAKER, CONSERVATION CONSULTANT FOR THE NATIONAI 
WILDLIFE FEDERATION, WASHINGTON, DD. C.. IN RE LANGUAGE To Br INCLUDED 
IN THE APPROPRIATION BILL OF THE T NITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, 
INTERIOR DEPARTMENT, TO PROTECT AND MANAGE THE KEY DEER IN THE STAT! 
OF FLORIDA 


The Florida Key deer is the tiniest species of deer in the North American Con 
tinent and is unique in that it exists only on the Florida Keys and then in a 
very limited area 

The number had been reduced 2 years ago to between 25 and 30 through fires, 
poaching, and killings on Highway 1 running down to Key West 

At that time the Boone and Crockett Club put up $5,000 to maintain a warden 
in the area. The cooperation of the State of Florida and the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service was secured and the money handled through the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service. This took care of the situation for 1 year up 
to July 1, 1952 

Prior to that the National Wildlife Federation, a nonprofit organization with 
affiliated groups in 47 of the 48 States, agreed to take over on July 1 of last year 
the responsibility of putting up $5,500 to carry on the protective work for another 
year. It was thought at first that a Key deer refuge might be established and 
bills had been introduced in Congress for this purpose. Opposition, however, in 
Monroe County, Fla., to the further acquisition of lands by the Federal Govern 
ment made this approach impossible and it was decided, therefore, to change the 
approach and give authority for leasing rather than purchasing the necessary 
area to provide protection for these tiny creatures. This approach apparently 
has the support of the people in Florida, as well as the support of such conser 
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vation organizations us the National Audubon Society, the Izaak Walton League, 
the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, the Garden Clubs, the Boy Scouts, 
the Wilderness Society, the Wildlife Society, and hundreds of local and State 
conservation groups and leaders 

It is significant that since the protection has been afforded, in less than 2 
years the population of this small animal has increased to 70 by actual count. 
The small amount involved will insure the protection and management of this 
beautiful species of wildlife. It does not occur anywhere else in the Americas. 

Attached hereto is a statement which indicates what language should be 

neluded in your appropriation bill and the point where it should be inserted 

Those of us who are interested in this work from an unselfish point of view 
hope that your committee will view with favor the insertion of this language 
and the appropriation of the $10,000 necessary to bring it to fulfillment. 

The leasing and management of lands for the Florida Key deer are functions 
that very — rly may be considered as being authorized by section 1 of the 
Coordination Act, provided moneys are made available specifically for such pur 
poses. It now appears that the necessary authorizations for such an expenditure 
may be obtained best by the insertion of appropriate language in the appropria- 
tion item entitled “Management of resources.” Such an item would follow imme 
diately after the provision relating to the purchase and management of wildlife 
management areas in California and would read as follows: “Leasing and 
management of lands for the protection of the Florida Key deer (16 U.S. C, 661).” 

If the suggested language is included, funds made available under the item 
“Management of resources,” then would be available for the additional purposes, 
i. e., leasing, management and enforcement of both State and Federal regulations, 
even though a specific amount were not added to the estimates. The reference 
to 16 United States Code 661 automatically would permit management of the 
lands including construction and improvement, and the adoption of appropriate 
regulations if additional protective measures are deemed necessary. 


Monpbay, Marcu 23, 1953. 
Tue Mission INDIANS OF CALIFORNIA 


WITNESSES 


PURL WILLIS, COUNSELOR, MISSION INDIAN FEDERATION, EL 
CAJON, CALIF. 


ADAM CASTILLO, PRESIDENT, MISSION INDIAN FEDERATION, SAN 
JACINTO, CALIF. 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Willis, you represent what tribe / 

Mr. Wuuts. The Mission Indians. 

Mr. Jensen. The Mission Indians of California ? 

Mr. Wiis. Yes, sir. There are some 46 small bands from the orig- 
inal 50 that occupied that whole southern California area, including 
Los Angeles. 

Mr. ae NSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Wiiuts. So, there are descendants of 46 bands out of the 50 who 
have filed claims under the Indian Claims Commission Act to bring 
suit, and all of them have a contract with Mr. Norman Littell, of 
Washington, former Assistant Attorney General. 

Mr. Jensen. Whom do you have with you! 

Mr. Wituts. Mr. Adam Castillo, president of the federation. 

Mr. Jensen. President of the Mission Indian Federation of Cali- 
fornia / 

Mr. Wits. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. And I believe you said before we started the hearing 
that Mr. Castillo is feeling ill tod: ay ? 
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Mr. Winuts. Yes: he has been for 2 or 3 days, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. And he will not testify today / 

Mr. Wituis. Not unless you want to ask him some questions direct, 
ind, of course, he is able to answer, but physi ically he is not in good 
hape. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Willis? 

Mr. Wituts. Yes: I have a prepared statement here. I will just 
leave the original, which we have signed, with you. 

Mr. Jensen. That is quite a lengthy statement. Go ahead and brief 
the statement. 


Nore.—The full statement referred to is on file with the subcommittee. ) 


Mir. Winuis. I do not intend to ask to be allowed to read this whole 


Hine. 
Mr. Jensen. All ge, 
Mr. Winuis. Mr. Chairman, we consider that the problems of the 


Mission Indians as they are laid before you today mean the very des 
tiny of what 1s left of that group of Indians. Their destiny, their 
welfare, as you know, are in your hands, and these Indians have asked 
us to come here again and urge the elimination of the entire Indian 
Bureau budget for California. 

Mr. Jensen. Amounting to how many dollars / 

Mr. Wituis. We are unable to get from them any information as 
to the total or for purposes the amounts are to be used. We have not 
been able to pull out e — information from them. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, we have the justifications here, Mr. Willis. 

As you know, the justifies othe for the Indian Bureau are scattered 
around in the different items for education, for health, for roads, for 
police protection, and for irrigation, and it is rather difficult for us 
to know exactly what is requested for each tribe under the method that 
has been used over the many years past. 

Now, I might tell you that in the future we are going to know how 
much is requested for each tribe because this committee is going to 
Insist on that. However, as near as we can ascertain there is in the 
neighborhood of $3 million provided in this appropriation for Indians 
of California. 

Mr. Winuis. Yes. Well, Mr. Chairman, if we had those items 
blocked out to examine them we would be in a better position to give 
you the facts that would justify our claim that you should not give 
them any funds. Now, that is the thing. We wish you would insist 
upon seeing it done. Why do we say that? How can we justify this 
request, if we cannot see their budget requests’ There is the budget 
us approved last year. There are 3 months to go yet before the end 
of the present year. At that time there was $3,564,616 approved for 
the California agency. 

Now, I want to make this statement at this point so that you will 
have before you the general theory on which we say no funds should 
be allowed. 

Mr. Jensen. At this point in the record we will insert the table 
that Mr. Willis has just quoted from. 

Mr. Wits. This is last year’s budget allowance, the allowance for 
the California agency. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 
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(The matter referred to follows:) 


BUREAU BUDGET FOR CALIFORNIA AREA 


‘DIAN BUREAT AREA DIRECTOR AT SACRAMENTO REFUSES OUR REQUEST FOR 
INFORMATION 


Although the Mission Indians have asked for information as to the amount of 
ts proposed budget for the California area, the Bureau area director bas abso 
lutely refused to give us any information as to its total or for what purposes it 
proposes to use such funds. Therefore, we can only discuss the budget proposal 
approved by Congress for the current vear ending June 30, 1953. The total budget 
juests for its Sacramento area (the State of California) amounted to $3,°64, 16 
We do not have the exact figures as approved by Congress for the current yea 


re 


Bureau budget fe California, year ending June 1953 (38 months to go) 
isked 
Ne iCeS ntende ending Jur 
Health, education, and welfare 
1 Hospitals, disease preventative services S457, 862 
2. Educational services 069, 134 
Welfare and guidance service 9, 290 
$+. Placement service $2? O35 
5. Maintaining law and order 11. 59S 


Total 1, 469, 979 


”) Resources management 


1. Forest and range lands 128, 942 
2. Fire suppression 72, G00 
Agricultural and industry assistance 7. 260 
Soll and moisture conservation fo, OO 

>. Operation etc., irrigation systems 29, 52° 
6. Repair and maintenance, roads and trails 59, 400 
7. Management Indian trust property BOD, ST 
S. Repair and maintenance, buildings, etc 60, OOO 
Total 698, TOS 





(5) Construction 


1. Buildings and utilities 28, OOO 

2. Roads and trails J S75, 249 
Irrigation systems 237, 000 

Total ; 1, 140, 929 

(4) General administration expense nD. OOO 
Grand total for all 3, 364, 616 


As above noted, the above figures cover the requests made for the year ending 
June 30, 19538. There is 3 months to go, 

Mr. Wiis. We make this statement, and we have evidence to back 
it up, that if the Indian Bureau would have enforced and complied 
with laws already made and on the books over the last 15 years, in 
California there would be no real Indian problem left. That is a 
strong statement, but we can prove it. 

The Indian Bureau has refused to obey the laws that Congress itself 
has made for California Indians and other Indians as they apply to 
California. 

The State of California has, at our request, approved legislation 
that would take away any need for the Bureau on welfare and hos 
pitalization, and that is more than 60 percent of this budget. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean for the entire block of Indian population in 
the State of California ? 
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Mr. Wins. Yes. That is why I say the very destiny of the race 
ind their problems, and their whole future de »pends on ‘what we say 
here today, and what this committee does. 

Mr. Jensen. What this committee wants to know is what does the 
Indian Bureau do that the Mission Indians do not approve of ¢ 

Mr. Witurs. The money you give to the Indian Bureau, some $3 
million annually is not used for the benefit of the Indians. They do 

ot receive the benefit of that money. That is a strong statement, Mr. 
( hairmanh. 

Mr. JENSEN. All right: now tell us if the Indians do not receive it 

here the money goes; where is the money spent / 

Mr. Wituis. The Indian Bureau is using that money in its efforts 
0 perpetuate its control of Indian life in California. 

Now. of the some 20,000 native California Indians, not the Indians 
who have migrated there from other States, but of the some 20,000 
ative California enrolled Indians, on which they base their budget, 
of this number more than 15,000 do not now or have they ever oc- 
cupied Indian tribal lands. That leaves 4,000 or 5,000 at the most 
Indian people who still reside on reservations. Only these reserva- 
tion Indians can the Bureau really claim any responsibility under its 
budget requests. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, according to the budget there are 8,623 Indians 
that come under the jurisdiction of the Indian Bureau. T hie appears 
to be more than you have just stated. 

Mr. Wituts. Yes. 

If you get last year’s Indian Bureau report, just recently published, 

claims in San Diego C ounty the various reservations had so many 
tadiaien there, and in many cases there are not half that many In 
dians residing on reservations there. We know every one of them. 
It is just like the Hoopa Indians. They have about 1.200 Indians in 
the report. Whoever compiled that certainly did not get the facts. 
There are not that many living on the Hoopa Reservation in novth 
ern California. There are about 800 there, or even many less than 
that number. We havea letter from them and the v want to be relieved 
from the Bureau. Only about 150 Indians voted from there at tribal 
elections. ‘They want to be relieved from Bureau control. 

Mr. Jensen. That is not much proof, as far as that is concerned, 
because in a population of 1.200 it would be possible that only 150 
voted. 

Mr. Wituts. In 20 years there never has been listed more than 800 
or 804 Indians there. That is the largest group in the State, but the 
Bureau lists 1.200, and in San Diego County the Bureau lists 240 on 
i certain reservation, and we know there are 75 or 85 Indians there. 
That is all there is left on that reservation. We know why they do 
this. There is an army of Bureau employees traveling over the State 
of California lobbying every official and every women’s club and 
every official they can from the State officials down to get them to co- 
operate in keeping the Bureau there, the terminal end of the Bureat 
there. The Bureau claims many more Indians on reservations tae 
ictually reside there. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Castillo, do you agree with the statements that 

» just been made by Mr. Willis? 
Mr. Castinuo. Yes. every word he says is true. 
Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 
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Go ahead, Mr. Willis. 

Mr. Wits. Congress in one instance passed the Johnson-O’Malley 
Act. The Mission Indians approved it. Under that act the Indian 
3ureau had the authority to make contracts with any State for wel- 
fare, education, and hospitalization. Now, that would have solved that 
problem in California and in every other State if the Indian Bureau 
would have complied with that law. They did not comply with it 
in full in California. They then brought out their Wheeler-Howard 
bill, and they only entered into a contract with Califernia for edu- 
cation. They withheld those other services and did a very poor job 
of it. 

Now, we would not need any funds to take care of welfare and hos- 
pitalization of California Indians, because when the Bureau failed 
to make a contract with California in 1934 or 1935, as we urged Collier 
to do, and transfer all those services to the State, Collier would not 
do it. We knew why, the Mission Indians turned down the Wheeler- 
Howard bill, in fact all California Indians did, so he was going to 
make them come in under Bureau control by adopting constitutional 
bylaws which are similar to the the Wheeler-Howard bill. But our 
Indians refused. It is a shame how far Bureau employees went in 
the plan to control the Indians. 

Mr. Jensen. Let me ask you this question right at this point, Mr. 
Willis: Do you feel, or do the Indians of California feel, that Uncle 
Sam has fulfilled all of the agreements which were originally made 
between the Government of the United States and the Indians of 
California? 

Mr. Wits. Oh, no. The Senate did not ratify the treaties. 

Mr. - NSEN. I am asking you right at this point do you feel that 
Uncle Sam has fulfilled his ob ligations to the Indians as originally 
caren to? 

Mr. Wituis. Oh, no. I think the Republican Party platform 
spelled it out correctly when they said—— 

Mr. Jensen. If the answer is “No”—— 

Mr. Wits. It is “No.” 

Mr. Jensen. All right; then how can you come before this com- 
mittee and ask that this committee appropriate no funds for the 
Mission Indians? 

Mr. Wits. We say this, Mr. Chairman, that if this Government 
wants to do the right thing by the Indians who still need help, and 
this Government recognizes they have not treated them fairly, if they 
do, the Indian Bureau should not be that agency, the Indian Bureau 
should be abolished and an agency of Government should carry out 
its duty to the Indians. 

Mr. Jensen. What do you claim that duty is? 

Mr. Wiis. Just as the Republican platform pledged: better op- 
portunities for education, health, protection, and opportunity for 
work. Here are the words they used: 

We pledge to undertake programs to provide the Indians with equal oppor- 
tunities for education, health protection, and economic development. 

They admit that the policy of the Indian Bureau has been the cause 
of the present unfair conditions the Indians are compelled to live 
under. 

Mr. Jensen. Let us get this straight : Do we have laws on the statute 
books which will do what you recommend ? 
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Mr. Wiis. Yes, sir. I want you to now put me to a test to prove 
this claim. I can show you in a few minutes. It means so much I 
want you to put me to a test to prove that. 

Mr. Jensen. That is exactly what I am trying to do. 

Mr. Wiis. When the Bureau failed to make a contract with 
California for the turning over to the State the education, welfare, 
ind health services as provided in the Johnson-O’Malley Act, when 
they failed to do that, and they did not do it when we urged it, then 
we appealed to the State legislature and they approved a welfare 
code in 1987 which completely gave the reservation ie a all the 
rights of aid and support and hospitalization which the Johnson 
O’Malley Act intended to be transferred to the States. 

Mr. Jensen. In a few words, What did the Johnson-O’Malley Act 
provide the Indians of California ? 

Mr. Wiis. The Johnson-O’Malley Act provided, and I have it 
here, and I would like to put it in the record. The Johnson-O’Malley 
Act provides that the Secretary of the Interior could enter into a 
contract with any State or Territory that was qualified to accept that 
responsibiliy, all responsibility’ for education, health, and welfare, 
ind the standard to be set for the minimum services in these fields 
was to be not less than the highest standard for those services by any 
State. Therefore the Indian Bureau entered into a contract in Cali- 
fornia only for education, and the Government paid into California 
the funds to cover the expense of Indian children in public schools. 
Phat sum has now grown to enormous sums, and still only 1,200 to 
1.500 Indian children from reservations attend public schools. 

The other Indian children from homes not on reservations, and 
vho have become a part of the general population, pay all of the 
taxes you and I pay. So, after California adopted State welfare 
law in 1937, and which extended welfare and hospitalization services 
to Indians on reservations, there was no more need for the Indian 
Bureau to be there in the capacity of a welfare and hospitalization 
iwency, since the State provided those services to reservation Indians, 

Then we tried to get the counties to take over that duty. The Indian 
Bureau interfered, and certain counties refused to obey the law. We 
ran into Bureau employees everywhere reminding county officials that 
“Indians belong to the Bureau.” Conditions got so serious that the 
Bureau employees attacked me and also Mr. Castillo. They made 
false charges and had us thrown into jail. They had me beaten up 
on two occasions, and my car has been burned. Every year we have 
insisted that the counties must obey that law and extend these aids 
to Indians—welfare and hospitalization—as the State welfare code 
provided. 

Mr. Jensen. Without an appropriation direct from the Federal] 
Government ¢ 

Mr. Wiis. Why, certainly; all California Indians are taxpayers 
and voters. We brought suit on the 17th of July 1952 against San 
Diego County to compel San Diego County to obey the law. 

Mr. Jensen. The main reason you want the Indians to live under 
the Johnson-O’Malley Act is because you feel, and the Mission In- 
dians feel, that they would be better off being relieved of the control 
which is imposed on them by the Indian Bureau; is that right? 

Mr. Wixuis. If they had abided by the law and made contracts on 
all three of those services the Indians of California today would be 
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in quite different condition. They did not doit. Then they appealed 
to the State legislature, and they ‘passed a law that took care oF these 
services to Indians on reservations. The California constitution 
makes the public schools free, and attendance is compulsory. There 
is no need to give any money to the State of California just because 
the Indians go to pub lic schools: the *y are free. 

The other two services, Mr. Jensen, welfare and hospitalization, are 
taken care of now under the State welfare law and there is no need 
for the Indian Bureau to be given funds for those services. No 
Johnson-O’Malley Act is needed in California now. 

The State passed a welfare law, as we have said, in 1937, and the 
court on February 3 in the suit brought by the Mission Indian Federa- 
tion ruled that Indians were entitled to all the services the law pro- 
vided. It also ruled that Indians in California are not wards; do not 
live as tribal bands and have never been wards of the Government 
legally, and the court cites an extended opinion, and it is very ably 
supported by decisions in cases all over the Nation. 

So, on February 3, in the ruling of the Superior Court of San Diego 
County in the suit that we brought, the court said that now there 
is no question about reservation Indians being entitled to welfare or 
hospitalization in the county of San Diego and the other counties of 
the State. The attorney general of California defended the Indians 
in this suit, declaring the law mandatory. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, let me go down through a few items in the 1954 
budget and ask you specifically if you think these sums which are re- 
quested are necessary. There is “Hospitalization in non-Indian hos- 
pitals,” $2,353. I presume that item is one with which to pay for hos- 
pitalization of Indians who are taken into the regular private hospitals 
of eae ¢ 

Witus. They do not need to go to private hospitals. They can 
ovtithe Sales hos pits als, as the court ruled. 

Mr. Jensen. They have the legal right that any citizen of Califor 
nia has to go into any hospital a white man can enter? 

Mr. Wiis. Yes; the court ruled that reservation Indians have all 
such rights. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, here is the Sherman Institute Boarding School. 

Mr. Wriurs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. There is a request in this budget for $651,000 for that 
purpose. Now, why do you say that item is not necessary? 

Mr. Winuits. Well, Mr. Chairman. the Sherman Boarding School 
isa very large institution. That school property belongs to California 
Indians. It was paid for by the Indians as a setoff charge in 1944 
by the Court of Claims against the California Indians. They paid 
for it, and they paid for every acre of land comprising the reserva- 
tions in California. 

Mr. Jensen. From tribal funds? 

Mr. Wiiuts. Out of the court judgment. The Indians brought suit 
under the act of 1928 against the Federal Government for the un- 
ratified treaty promises. Congress passed a law, and they brought 
suit. Now, the attorney general of California was arbitrarily made 
the Indians’ attorney. They had no other attorney. The case was 
settled out of court for $17 million gross. The offset charges that 
thev compelled the Indians to pay out of that $17 million were more 
than $12 million. That left about $5 million. Now, that $12 million 
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paid for the operation of the Indian Bureau for the past 91 years, 
ill of the expenses of all of the Indian Bureau for schooling, hospital- 
ization, policing, buildings, and everything. The $12 million included 
the lands, their reservation lands where about one-third or one-quarter 
of the Indians live. It included the Sherman School at about $314 
million, 

Now, we knew the Indians wane entitled to go to public schools as 
the State constitution provides, but the Bureau did not want them in 
public schools, as it would mean Bureau end in that service. 

Mr. Jensen. What would happen if the committee refused to ap- 
propriate this $651,000 for the Sherman Institute Boarding School ? 

Mr. Wiu1s. Not one of the California Indians goes to that school. 
lhe Indian Bureau arbitrarily took over that boarding property and 
established a Navajo school there. They gave it to the Navajos, and 
they have transported some 600 Arizona and other Indians to Cali- 
fornia and operate it as an old-time strictly Indian boarding school. 
There are about 600 Navajos there and if they request $651,000 to 
operate it that would be at a cost of about $1,000 each. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you know that there is not a single Indian in Cali- 
fornia that attends this school ¢ 

Mr. Witits. Not one. We were there just a few weeks ago and 
went through it. It is shocking, Mr. Chairman, if you knew the facts, 
about the manner the Bureau in California is now handling this 
property. 

Mr. Jensen. I presume this school must be located close to the 
Navajo Reservation ¢ 

Mr. Wiit1s. No; it is near Riverside, Calif. 

Mr. Jensen. How far is it away? 

Mr. Wixuis. It is about 800 miles from Gallup. 

Mr. Jensen. And they transport these children over there ? 

Mr. Wituts. Yes, sir. If you knew that situation like we know it 
you could not rest until you do something about it. If those children 
were put in the public schools of Arizona and New Mexico as pro 
vided by the Johnson-O’Malley Act it would be about $66 apiece for : 
year. I have just learned that is the annual expense per pupil in 
public school there. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, we do not have the facilities in the area 
of the Navajos at the present time to accommodate nearly all of the 
children we have in the Navajo Reservation now. There are still 
i8,000 children there. 

Mr. Wi1as. Under the Johnson-O’Malley Act the State has author- 
ty to put Indian children in public schools, and Congress could pay 
direct to the State as the Johnson-O’Malley Act provides. 

Mr. Chairman, there is something to my statement about misappli- 
cation of the Johnson-O’Malley Act which this C ongress passed in 
1934. In only a few States has the Indian Bureau complied with that 
law. California under its own laws has made it possible for Indians 
to get this service that the Johnson-O’Malley Act would have pro- 
vided away back there in 1934. These Indians on reservations, under 
the law, came under California approval in 1937. We had to bring 
suit to enforce the law, and today that problem is not on the books; 
California Indilans get the benefit of the law the same as all 
other cities. 
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Mr. Jensen. Of course, there is no charge against the Mission In- 
dians in California for the operation of this Sherman Institute Board- 
ing School. 

Mr. Wiis. No; but the Indians are going to have to bring suit 
against the Government to get paid for the value of the equipment 
that was in the Sherman School. The Bureau refuses all requests for 
an inventory of the property that was there, such as the beds, and sew- 
ing ms achines, and all machinery, and so forth. There was a million 
dollars’ worth of property Indians claim, and they just took it all and 
disposed of it without an inventory or the consent of the Indians. 

Mr. Jensen. Without permission of the California Mission Indians? 

Mr. Wirits. Oh, yes. We have written many letters about it, and 
they have acknowledged that it is a valid charge, and we are now hop- 
ing that we can get Attorney Norman M. Littell to bring suit to re- 
cover the school property and compensation for its use. We now have 
information that it has been transferred to the Navahos, and will file 
the letter in a supplemental statement. 

Mr. Jensen. How long go was this? 

Mr. Wiis. About 4 or 5 weeks ago, or maybe longer. 

Mr. Jensen. No; I mean how long ago was this Sherman Institute 
Boarding School taken over? 

Mr. Wiiuis. About 6 years, or possibly longer, and used by the 
Navahos, but the Bureau has controlled it since the court decision in 
1944, 

Mr. Jensen. About 6 years ago, and no settlement has been made 
for the furniture? 

Mr. Wixuis. Yes: the buildings and all equipment. That property 
belongs to those Indians under the court settlement. 

Mr. Jensen. The property belongs to the California Mission 
Indians? 

Mr. Wiiuis. Yes, sir; as an offset charge. 

Mr. Jensen. All of the property ¢ 

Mr. Writs. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. The buildings and all? 

Mr. Wiis. Absolutely. It is not Government property. It is 
theirs under a court order. The Indians know it and the Bureau 
knows it, but they refuse to tell this committee or the Congress that 
that isa fact. There are several other instances just as serious. The 
Bureau shows no respect for the rights of Indians in such matters. 

Mr. JensEN. Now, let us go to the public-school contracts. We have 
an item in this budget request for 1954 of $315,989. Now, I believe you 
testified a minute ago that the Federal Government had a contract 
with the State. This money in this budget, $315,989, I presume is to 
be paid to the State of California in compliance with that contract. 

Mr. Wiis. I imagine that this sum is paid in compliance with the 
Johnson-O’Malley Act. 

California, unlike any other State, has a 3- percent sales tax which 
all goes for public schools exclusively, like the gasoline tax goes for 
roads exclusively. Now, the Indians pay that, and so do they pay 
the sales tax like other citizens, a school tax; and the Indians who 
do not live on reservations pay every tax, income tax, and every other 
tax just like you and I are required to pay. 

Mr. Jensen. The thing we must consider here is if Uncle Sam does 
have a contract with the State of California which provides that 
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the Federal Government shall pay to the State of California, I pre- 
sume that contract between the Federal Government and the State of 

California is legally binding, is it not ? 

Mr. Wituis. The act authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to 
make a contract at his discretion. It does not force him to make such 
a contract. He could at his discretion make that. In California the 
Secretary contracted for education only and he pays into the State 
under the act a sum entirely too high. It cannot be denied that 
Indians pay a very large share of the public school expense when they 
pay the sales tax. They pay the sales tax which is a school tax, as 
real estate in California does not pay all the school tax, and in addi- 
tion, Mr. Chairman, the public schools of California under the Con- 
stitution are free and attendance compulsory. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, without a doubt the reason that all Indian child- 
ren are permitted to attend public schools in California and do as I 
understand you to say, is the fact that the Government saw fit to en- 
ter into a contract with the State of California to pay into the State 
school fund or into the general fund a sum each year which the State 
of California and the Federal Government felt would be in lieu of the 
amount of money, or some percentage of the amount of money that 
the Federal Government is obligated to spend for the education of 
Indian children in California. Is not that a fair statement ? 

Mr. WILLIs. No, not quite, because the Johnson-( Malley Act was 
passed before the sales tax, see ? 

So when that Johnson-O’Malley Act provided for making a con- 
tract with California or any State for the education of Indian chil- 
dren, it appeared all right, but then California passed the sales tax, 
und the Indians paid it, that tax which is a school tax and in this 
manner Indians really pay a large share of the school expense. 

In the first place, our schools are free. You do not have to pay an 
extra fee to go to public school. It is compulsory, and then the In- 
lians pay the sales tax also. 

Now, from there on there should not have been a full, complete 
payment to California for all of the expense of the Indian children 
who go to public schools. They should have split it. 

Mr. Jensen. All right; let me ask you this question: Is the State 
of California now re: ady and willing to forego this Federal contribu- 
tion, and if they forego this contribution from the Fede ‘ral Govern 
ment will they continue to give free se hooling to Indian children ? 

Mr. Wiiuis. Mr. Chairman, advisedly I say yes. The Attorney 
General also ruled that the State and counties hospitalization, sani- 
tation, and education, yes. They must extend the benefits of the law 
to all Indians and it is being complied. No Federal funds required. 
The court in San Diego ruled on February 3 that obedience to the 
State welfare law was compulsory. I have a copy of that decision 
that I will leave with you for the record. 

The Attorney General of California agreed to it and wrote a brief 
in favor of it. 

Mr. Jensen. In favor of the State of California paying for the 
education of all Indian children, as they do for all children, without 
a contribution from the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Wits. It was not in those words. It was based on the fact 
that the Indians are not wards and they had every right that any 
other citizen had and it was mandatory welfare and hospital needs 
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of Indians on reservations. Indian education was not an issue as 
they have been attending public schools for years. 

Mr. Jensen. You are te ‘ling us that if this committee saw fit. and 
the Congress saw fit to deny any appropriation for carrying out the 
provisions of the contract between the Federal Government and the 
State of California, that the Indian children of California would re 
ceive the same benefits and the same schooling and opportunities for 
schooling as they would if this item was not ‘denied by the Congress 
of the United States? 

Mr. Wituts. Absolutely, Mr. Chairman. Under this ruling of the 
court, it was so sweeping that the Mission Indians requested us to 
come back here and lay these facts before the committees of Congress. 
The court ruled that Indians have all the rights and benefits enjoyed 
by all other persons. That is our interpretation of it. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Here is an item, “Construction, Hoopa Valley, hos- 
pital attendants building, $31,000.” Just what is that hospital at 
tendants building? 

Mr. Wiiiis. The Hoopa Indian Reservation is a very large and 
probably the most wealthy, potentially at least, of any in ¢ ‘alifornia. 
It is about 144,000 square miles and has good timber and mineral 
and water rights and also fishing and good farming land. Last yea 
there was an appropriation, I think it was last year, for some $700,000 
or $800,000 to build a hospital or a public se hool and other buildings 
at Hoopa. I am unable to say just what this $31,000 is for, but be 
fore any approval was made of that, I would suggest a check with the 
business committee of the Hoopa Indians. They have such an organ) 
zation. Iam very sure that the responsibility for the hospitalization 
expense of the Hoopa Indians would come under this welfare code, 
because the court rules it is absolutely mandatory and the attorney 
general has so ruled. However, it might be for buildings. This sup- 
ports our contention that under the laws now in effect and court. de 
cisions, there is no need for funds to be made available to the Indian 
Bureau in California for health, welfare, and hospitalization. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you represent the Hoopa Valley Tribe / 

Mr. Wuuts. No, sir. They just wrote a letter and said they wanted 
Mr. Castillo to speak for them to eliminate the Indian Bureau from 
California. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have that letter? 

Mr. Wiiuis. Yes, I have that letter. 

Mr. Jensen. I would like to have that letter inserted in the reeord. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

Hoopa, Cauir., March 16, 1953. 
Mr. ADAM CASTILIO, 
President, Mission Indian Federation, 
224-A Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeaAR ApAM: Just received copy of your letter of March 6, to the lawmakers on 
behalf of California Indians. (This was the letter sent to Congressman Carl 
Hinshaw of California.) I can say that you have done a great work for your 
people in southern part of the State. Hope some of your work will get to us 
soon. We are always happy to hear from you, because you are an Indian and 
understand Indian problems, and know the necessary needs that Indians should 
have. And I hope you will sueceed for everything that you plan for in Wash- 
ington, D. C. and also for us. 

Since the Department of Indian Affairs in Sacramento, Calif., have been work- 
ing “to facilitate the termination of Federal supervision over Indians’ affairs in 
California,’ they surely are making a mess of it and putting us Indians in a grave 
situation. 
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The Sacramento office drew up the laws and presented them to the tribal coun 

here for approval, and the tribal council operates under the bylaws of the 
Department of Indian Affairs. All the records of their meetings are sent to 
Sacramento tribal councilmen. During the election for the tribal councilmen 
ich received about six votes. So you can see there is something wrong, when 
we lost faith in our tribal council. Other elections, no less than 150 votes. Often 
you hear the Sacramento say, “That is what the Indians want,” yet we have no 
oice in it. The Department of Indian Affairs and others know when Indian 
reservation is no longer necessary. The white people move in and take every 
hing they get their hands on, and that is just what is happening here. I blame 
he Department of Indian Affairs for not stipulating priority rights while they 

e preparing the withdrawal program, and besides, they should have in their 

rogram to better the conditions of what we depend on for making our daily 

elihood. I am sure if they did this, we would all work together and have the 
thdrawal program about completed And about our natural resources, it 
uld have been a small problem to us to operate, as we understand it and live 
it long before the white man came. 

Now the Department of Indian Affairs are transacting big business with the 

ch white companies. All the timber to be cut annually is to be sold to these 
vhite companies, leaving nothing for the Indians to buy—in his own reservation 
Indians meeting the high bids on timber bids are doing away with. Emergency 
small timber sale for private Indian-owned sawmill also done away with, be 

eve it or not But this is fact. 

rhousands of dollars of logging equipments, sawmills, ete., laving idle, going 

nto 8 years. If you come to our reservation you will see the white man ope 
ting all over our reservation on our raw materials from our natural resources 
nd taking the control over, everything we had, and now they have organized 
white organizations to run everything And the Department of Indian Affairs 
re allowing the white man to buy our religious grounds, and I think that wrong, 
hile we still carry on these religious ceremonies and dances on these grounds 

If the Department of Indian Affairs here in California were moved out 3 
vears ago, as we reported to the Federal Government of the United States just 
vhat was going on, it would of saved thousands of dollars taxpayers’ money, 
ind the Indians would have been far better off. 

| feel we should protect our properties, but I don’t think we should protect 
the Department of Indian Affairs here in California to continue any longer, as 
they are doing much harm to us Indians, nor should we recognize their with 
drawal program. 

So try and do something for us while you are in Washington, D.C. We want 
our religious grounds back, and we want the first rights of using our raw ma 
terials from our natural resources to make our daily livelihood 

| Yours truly, 
(Signed) Davin W. RISING 


P. S.—I had to write this letter in a hurry to get it in today’s mail, so it would 
catch you while you are still in Washington, D. C., as I don’t know how long you 
will be there. So I have only given you a very little report what’s going on here 
{nd I am sending along with this letter a petition and a copy of a letter to the 
United States President. 


MEMO BY ADAM CASTILLO, MARCH 19, 1958 


In the same envelope, special delivery, there was received : 

(1) Copy of a statement, two pages, with heading “Pleas for Justice,” dated, 
Hoopa, Calif., December 19, 1952; and 

(2) “Petition,” the Hoopa Business Association, Hoopa, Calif., November 20, 
1952, addressed to “To whom it may concern.” This petition was about three 
large-size pages, typed, setting out their hopes and pleas for justice, a very ably 
composed statement. It was signed: 

“Respectfully submitted. 





“Hoora BusiNess ASSOCIATION, 
“By Davin W. Ristine, Vice President.” 


(Knowing Mr. David W. Risling as one of the leading members of the Hoopa 
group of California Indians (probably the largest membership of some 800 re- 
ported by the Bureau a few years ago) and a man of ability and long experience, 
I would strongly recommend that an immediate investigation be made by some 
person of ability outside of the present staff of the Indian service at Sacra 
mento.—ADAM CASTILLO. ) 
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Mr. JeNsEN. We have an item in the 1954 budget which requests 
$500,00 for roads and trails in California. 

Mr. Wiis. Yes, sit 

Mr. JeNsEN. That is for the Mission Indian Reservation, or Mission 
Indian area. 

Mr. Wiuts. Mr. Chairman, I have an answer for that, which com- 
pletely eliminates any need for such funds. California Indians pay 
some 614 cents a gallon as a gasoline tax required of all persons who 
oe ate autos and the construction and the maintenance of roads in 

California is exclusively paid from that fund. If a road is needed on 
a certain Indian reservation in San Diego County, for instance, or 
any other county of the State to join a State highway, if they need a 
road on Indian lands, the Indian Bureau wants C ongress to allow it 
to build it. Whereas, if those Indians would dedicate a right-of-way 
across their lands, the county of San Diego would be compelled under 
the gasoline tax law to take care of their road building and mainte- 
nance, and county officials say they would do it if the Indians would 
dedicate the road as a public highway. The Indians would vote 
such right-of-way, they declare, and charge that the Bureau willnot 
approve it, because they control such matters, and it would mean the 
Indian Bureau would then lose that control. 

Mr. Jensen. I want to read into the record a part of the justification 
from the Indian Bureau on this item: 

Sacramento area, $500,000: This area covers reservations and rancherias 
throughout the State of California. Special emphasis is being put on the liqui- 
dation of Indian Bureau responsibilities for roads in this State. Agreements 
are being entered into between the various counties in which there are Indian 
lands and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. These agreements stipulate that the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs will improve the Indian roads in the county to an 
adequate standard, provided the county agrees to take over and maintain these 
roads as county roads. Emphasis on this program was initiated during the 1953 
fiscal year and excellent progress is being made. The location of particular 
projects to be built with the funds requested for the year 1954 will depend to 
some extent on negotiations with the various counties involved. The estimate 
provides sufficient funds to grade and drain 58 miles of road at a cost of $240,000. 
Funds totaling $180,000 are provided for surfacing 50 miles of roads. The con- 
struction of 260 running feet of new bridges is estimated to cost $52,000. Survey 
and plan work on 65 miles of road is estimated to cost $28,000. 

And without totaling that, I presume that adds up to $500,000. 

Should the committee and the Congress see fit to eliminate that 
item, who will do this roadwork and the building of these bridges? 
Can you answer that question 

Mr. Wits. San Diego County officials have stated to us that they 
would agree to build roads on Indian lands if Indians would agree to 
dedicate the necessary right-of-way. I have discussed it with them 
and stated that, since Indians pay the gasoline tax, road construc- 
tion on their lands is a county responsibility. Therefore, the county 
will build roads under same conditions they do in other areas. They 
have told me time and time again if the Indians will dedicate the 
road as a public highway the county will do this. 

Mr. Jensen. Will the Indians do that? 

Mr. Witxis. They have always been willing to do that, as President 
Adam Castillo can tell you, but the Bureau in some instances refused 
to let them do it. Their reason is obvious. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you agree with that statement, also, and the rest 
of these statements that Mr. Willis has made? 
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Mr. Castitio. Oh, yes, yes. 

Mr. Jensen. There is an item of $55,000 for an irrigation system in 
the budget for 1954, and it reads thus: 

California reservations, $55,000: In the State of California there are approxi- 
mately 115 Indians reservations and rancherias varying in size from a few 
acres to 104,800 acres on the Hoopa Valley Reservation with a total State popu- 
ation of approximately 24,000 Indians. Present plans propose the release of 
the Indians in the State from wardship status as rapidly as possible. Before 
this is accomplished, it is proposed to develop available water supplies and 
conserve existing supplies by appropriate construction work. The water ap- 
pertaining to Indian trustlinds in California is one of the most valuable of 
Indian assets. The tremendous growth in population in the State during the 
past few years and the recent drought have made the control of water supplies 
subject to acute competition. In order to protect this valuable resoruce of the 
California Indians, it should be fully developed by the Government prior to 
closing out of the Indian service in the State. 

Mr. Wituis. Mr. Chairman, for many years leading committees of 
Congress and experts in irrigation, after studying irrigation by the 
Bureau, have urged complete transfer of all Indian irrigation to the 
reclamation service. They are duplicating each other, and in a very 
poor way. For instance, the Coachella Valley waterline from the 
canal near Yuba goes 70 miles to Indio area. This is a very large 
date and winter garden area. 

Mr. Jensen. I have been there. 

Mr. Wixuts. The Indians own every other section of that land like 
a checkerboard. At the time the survey was made and the approval 
by Congress was given to complete that Coachella Valley waterline, 
they listed some 16,000 acres of Indian land that would ‘come under 
the proposed canal. But after the line was completed, Indians com- 
plain that nothing is done to put the water on Indian ’and. They go 
across Indian land when they please with great ditches or pipelines, 
but the Indians say they can get no water. This is a problem large 
enough for any committee to deal with er look sats, Thenaeils great 
wrongs are being done those Indians. They are not getting the water, 
but the Indian Bureau just has not done anything to aid in getting the 
water. They point out to the Indian that while it is his land, it is 
not leveled or ready. Indians report they have no way to construct 
ditches or cannot pay the charges, since they have no credit. They can- 
not borrow money and they have no w ay to get the water on to their 
lands. So, they tell the Indian to sell it or lease it and then the white 
man can put water on it. That is the way to get the Indian out of 
Coachella Valley and their lands are being taken over by the white 
man, and dissension and confusion is faced by these people. 

Mr. Jensen. As I remember, I went into that matter when I was in 
the Coachella Valley in the year 1948. I looked into this very problem. 
As I remember, the people whom I contacted and talked to about this 
thing said they were attempting to negotiate agreements with the 
Indians for the Indians to dispose of this checkerboard land and to 
take, in lieu of that, acres of land in other places where they were not 
within the Coachella Irrigation District. 

It seems there were a number of lawyers involved who were repre- 
senting the Indians; and, according to the information which I re- 
ceived, those lawyers were receiving greater retainer fees to prevail 
upon the Indians to sign this proposal. Much of the blame for the 
fact that no agreement cou!d be reached between the Indians and the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Indian Bureau was the fact that these 











134 


attorneys were bleeding the Indians and getting great sums of money 
to represent them. Because of that, the people that I talked to seemed 
to think, while the Indians may be willing to negotiate these con- 
tracts and dispose of the checkerboard land and to receive in lieu 
thereof other lands, the attorneys were hindering in that sort of trans- 
action, solely because they wanted to continue to receive these retainer 
fees from the Indians. 

Mr. Wits. That may be a factor, for attorneys in that section are 
just as selfish as they are in other areas, but the main problem is the 
manner in which the Bureau has dominated the situation in order to 
destroy the Indian. I say that seriously. It is a matter that should be 
looked into very thoroughly, and quickly, for their lands can be made 
very produe tive. 

Mr. Jensen. You say the Mission Indians are willing to forgo this 
Federal assistance as provided for in this bill and as has been provided 
in the years gone by? 

Now, what do the Indians of California want in lieu of these 
benefits, if you call them that, if anything? 

Mr. Wiis. The Indians want their freedom that was taken from 
them. Congress has provided a way for compensation for the lands 
that were taken arbitrarily. Their liberties were taken and the race 
has almost been destroyed; and I say seriously, and in all earnestness, 
Congress should immediately do away with the Indian Bureau as 
a Government agency. That will do more for the race than anything 
else. If it were le ft to the Indians. they would vote almost unani- 
mously to do away with the Indian Bureau in California. They do 
not get any benefits from it; on the contrary, it has always been a 
great detriment to their welfare, as we have shown here today. 

Mr. Jensen. You are now talking about the California Indians, 
They are willing for the Bureau to go out of business ? 

Mr. Wits. Yes, sir, more than willing; they pray that this be done. 

Mr. Jensen. And have nothing to do with the Indians of Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. Wriuis. Yes, sir, and doubly so, so far as the Mission Indian 
is concerned. 

Mr. Jensen. If that is done, then I ask again, what will the Indians 
of California ask for from the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Wituis. Mr. Chairman, nothing, except that their suits that 
are in court to be settled in an orderly way under the law and that 
the Indians concerned be siven their share of any judgment awarded. 

Mr. Jensen. What do those suits amount to dollarwise ? 

Mr. Wiruuts. There is no way to make a safe, reasonable guess. 
The lands were taken without pay, and they surely were very valuable. 

Mr. Jensen. You must have some kind of estimation ? 

Mr. Wriuts. If they had been allowed to keep their lands, they 
would todav be a happy, prosperous people and entirely self-support- 
ing. The Indian Bureau has not helped our Indians. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the amount of the claims which the California 
Indian has today against the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Writs. I do not know and I do not think it has been estimated. 
T do not think President Castillo knows. It probably could amount 
to as much as $25 million, or $30 million or $40 million, because only 
one-third of the Indians signed treaties. The suit under which they 
were awarded a gross of $17 million was only for the losses of one- 
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third of the California Indians only the losses sustained by those 
who signed the unratified treaties in 1857, and the Court so stated. 

Mr. Jensen. Do the courts contend that so long as the Indians of 
California are receiving these dollar benefits, if you want to call them 
benefits from the Federal Government, that they do not have a clear 
case to collect their claims against the Federal Government ¢ 

Mr. Wixuts. I think not, Mr. Chairman, because the California 
Indians in the suit mentioned have offset charges paid which covered 
practically all the expense of the operation of the Indian Bureau from 
the beginning or 1850 up until 1944. The Indians paid it all as an 
offset charge. And in that award they paid for the very reservations 
where they live. 

Mr. JeNsEN. So you and the Mission Indians contend that the 
Mission Indians have lived up to their contract to the letter and that 
they have paid their just share of the running expenses of the Indian 
Bureau and everything else pertaining to that, for that reason the 
Federal Government cannot claim that there would be an offset claim 
against the claims that the Indians have against the Federal Govern- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Wixuts. No, I think there is no other case exactly like it where 
the Indians had to pay all the operating expense of the Government 
as offset charges and I am very sure the Indians expect no similar 
offsets in their present suit. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have anything, Mr. Willis, other than what 
you have presented here to show that the Mission Indians feel as you 
do regarding this matter? 

Mr. Witu1s. I am very sure that the majority of the people of Cali- 
fornia feel that way. The State Legislature of California also feels 
that California Indians should be given the full rights of citizenship. 
In 1951. Mr. Chairman, the Legislature of the State of California 
unanimously adopted a resolution asking Congress to lift all restric- 
tions from the California Indian.The legislature represents more than 
10 million people. 

Mr. Jensen. And not to make further appropriations? 

Mr. Wits. Certainly, they must have felt that way. They are 
citizens of the State of California. 

Mr. Jensen. You contend that because of the fact that the Legis- 
lature of California, and it must have been by a majority vote—— 

Mr. Wituts. It was unanimous. 

Mr. Jensen. It had to be a majority, or that bill could not have been 
enacted. Then you feel the legislators of the people of California 
in regular assembly have taken action which bears out the statements 
you have made here today? 

Mr. Wiis. Yes, sir, and here it is. You can read it. Just one 
paragraph might be sufficient. 

Mr. Jensen. Read it. 

Mr. Wis. It is in the Congressional Record of May 28, 1951, and 
it says this: 

Resolved by the senate and assembly of the State of California (jointly), That 
the Legislature of the State of California respectfully memorializes the President 
and the Congress of the United States to dispense with any and all restrictions, 
whatever their nature, whereby the freedom of the American Indian is curtailed 
in any respect, whether as to governmental benefits, civil rights, or personal 
conduct. 
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Mr. Jensen. It does not say in so many words that the assembly 
does not want the Federal Government to make appropriations to 
the Mission Indians. It says they want the Mission Indians to get 
out from under the control of the Indian Bureau, and that is a state- 
ment by the senate. 

Mr. Wituts. And the assembly both. 

Mr. Jensen. That was concurred in by the assembly ¢ 

Mr. Wits. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. But it has not been made the law of the State of 
California? 

Mr. Wituis. Yes, sir, and they have commented on it many times. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you represent the Aqua Caliente Indians? 

Mr. Wiis. No, 1 donot. They have no contract with any attorney 
I understand. Their lands are down at Palm Springs and they were 
found to be unusually valuable and that has brought a lot of money 
into their hands, but the manner in which the Bureau has ruined their 
hopes and taken control from them and forced them to sell at far 
less than their value, has been shameful. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you represent the Capitan Grande Tribe? 

Mr. Wits. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I believe you said you did not represent the Hoopa 
Valley Tribe? 

Mr. Wiis. Yes, sir, they wrote a letter there and asked President. 
Adam Castillo here to aid them. 

Mr. JenseN. That is the letter to Mr. Castillo? 

Mr. Wiuuts. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JeNnsEN. Do you represent the Klamath River Tribe? 

Mr. Wits. No, that is part of the Hoopa people; they are in that 
area, There is a Klamath Reservation in Oregon, but there are 
Indians on Klamath River that goes through California, near the 
large Hoapa Band. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you represent the Owens Valley Tribe? 

Mr. Wiuts. No, sir. 

Mr. JenseN. Do you represent the Tule River Tribe ? 

Mr. Wu11s. No, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. Do you represent the Torres Martinez Band? 

Mr. Wiis. Yes, sir, and the Indians in the Coachella Valley want 
to be relieved of all Bureau supervision. Some 80 adults there, out 
of oe 100, signed such a petition. 

Mr. Jensen. What percentage of the California Indians do you 
and Mr. Castillo represent ? 

Mr. Wiis. The Mission Indians on and off reservations would 
number, at least, 5,000 people, and they have joined with the federa- 
tion in this recent campaign to get release from all Bureau super- 
vision. These are Indians on and off the reservations and that in- 
cludes several hundred Indians in and near Santa Ana and the Indian 
people who used to live where Los Angeles is now located and San 
Gabriel, and the descendants of those original groups which are 
identified in the treaties. Those people have all joined in this effort 
to drive the Bureau out of California, Their leaders signed our 
credentials. So, there must be around 5,000 people on and off the 
reservations behind this move in southern California. 

Mr. Jensen. And what percentage would you say that you 
represent ¢ 
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Mr. Wiis. It is about one-fourth of the Indians of the State. In 
the northern part of the State there are a great many Indians. Most 
of these Indians live off the reservations and I do not know who 
represents them. We know many of them feel the same way. We 
are speaking only for the reservation Indians of Hoopa who have 
written to us. 

Mr. JENSEN. What percentage of the reservation Indians do you 
represent ¢ a“ 

Mr. Wiuuis. Nearly three-fourths of the Indians of southern Cali- 
fornia who live on reservations, and most all of those who do not 
reside on restricted lands. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Willis, do you receive any compensation for this 
work which you do for the California Mission Indians? 

Mr. Wiis. No, never, and have no interest in any contract with 
any attorney or otherwise. My services are gratuitous. 

Mr. Jensen. You testify to that, do you, Mr. Castillo? 

Mr. Casritio. Yes, sir, it is very true. 

Mr. Fenron. What is your interest in the Indians? 

Mr. Wis. I was a county official and these Indians came to me 
and asked me to be their adviser. I had, as a county official, done some 
work at the county’s request and investigated the situation. I saw 
what was wrong and we brought it to the attention of Senator Frazier 
and others more than 20 years ago. The problems became so serious 
that I gave up all employment and accepted this responsibility, with- 
out any pay and my work has continued across the 20 years. I am 
not now employed in any capacity. Iam not an attorney. I have been 
a public official and an Army man and I am a disabled veteran. 

It has been a great burden, as you can see it would be to defend these 
Indians through these 20 years. The very destiny almost of a fine 
race of people is at stake. We work under great handicaps. There 
is no one who can compete with the Indian Bureau because it has 
litical backing. There is one thing which I did not make mention, 
ut it is a law enacted by Congress. Congress passed a law turning 
over to every State authority to handle the sanitation, health, and 
quarantine problems. This sanitation law was intended to turn these 
matters over to each State, but it actually was put into force in 
California. 

Mr. Fenron. This says they “may” turn it over, or “shall” turn it 
over. 

Mr. Wix.1s. The Secretary turned it over to the State of California 
on September 8, 1933. Every other State in this Nation should have 
had the benefit of that law. The Secretary of Interior should have 
turned over to every State the health and sanitation and quarantine 
responsibility on Indian reservations. 

Congressman D’Ewart said it did not become effective in Montana 
or other States. But it has never been enforced on California Indian 
reservations because the Bureau will not allow it to go into effect 
because it wants no outside agency to interfere. Judge Mundo of 
San Diego in his decision in the welfare suit on February 3, 1953 that 
San Diego County health authorities had the right and responsibility 
of sanitation and housing on Indian reservations. We have just sent 
the California attorney general a letter, asking him to see that it is 
enforced, otherwise, when we go back home, we will have to institute 
asuitonthat. It must be enforced. 
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Mr. Fenton. I recall when you were here a year or two ago we Were 
all enthused about your testimony, and lo and behold, later on some 
others came in from California and they refuted everything you said. 

Mr. Wits. They sent letters in. They did not come as witnesses. 
The Bureau corralled them and they went over the reservations and 
cot a few Bureau sympathizers to sign wires, and they are at this 
hour trying to do it again, hoping they can keep the Bureau; we 
know exactly who they are. 

Mr. Fenton. Has anything ever come out of your former testi- 
mony before this committee? Have we ever done anything about it? 

Mr. Wiiuts. No, because the welfare and other laws have never 
heen enforced. There is no problem in California today, and there 
would not be in the other States if education and welfare and hospi 
talization and sanitation and housing laws were enforced among 
Indian lands of all States as the laws provide. The Bureau is the 
whole problem. There would not be any problems left, we repeat, 
if the laws were honestly enforced, except the Indian land problem, 
and that means nothing but title to the lands and the Bureau, as such, 
should be entirely liquidated immediately. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Willis, I do want to state for the record that in 
the 1951 fiscal-year budget this committee deleted the funds requested 
for the California Indians, but the Senate, as I remember, held hear- 
ings and interested people did appear before that committee and 
persuaded that committee to put the money back in and it was 
reinstated. 

Mr. Wituis. We were advised of it. That demonstrated the politi- 
cal power of the old Indian Bureau. 

Mr. Jensen. The conference committee reduced the request. to some 
degree and then allowed funds again for the California Indians. 

Mr. Writs. They did cut it down, that is true, but I meant these 
other recommendations about the welfare code and all that. Nothing 
was done. The Bureau said it was not true and that there were no 
such laws, as we claimed. They sent word all over the country that 
we had completely failed and that they practically ran us out of 
Washington, but we went back and filed the suit last year, and won a 
sweeping victory that will remain as a guiding lamp for other Indians. 

If Congress would say to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs to 
enforce the laws that are already in effect, it would wipe out 75 
percent of the Indian problems at least, Mr. Chairman. If you see 
that this is done immediately, all Indians will soon become our finest 
citizens. Give him his freedom and make him meet the conditions 
that other people have to meet. He wants to do it. We have mission 
Indians who have raised a successful family and who have boys in 
the service, and they have recently told me to tell you that if it is 
necessary for them to give up what interest they own in the rocky 
hillsides, called reservations, they are willing to do it in order to 
get their complete freedom and they will do it. They want complete 
freedom above all material things. 

Mr. Jensen. Do the Indians in California have the right to vote? 

Mr. Wiiris. Oh, ves; every right, and they do vote. 

Mr. Jensen. They do enter into every kind of business enter prise 
as the white people do? 

Mr. Wits. Yes, sir. The county attorney, and he must have 
been urged to say it, said in his answer in the welfare suit that the 
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county did not have to give this aid; that the Indians were not citizens 
and the Indians were not subject to the laws and Indians were not 
subject to the military law and did not pay taxes and that the county 
had no right to go on an Indian reservation. Indians were upset 
and angry when we went before the board of supervisors to demand 
that the State welfare law be enforced, and learned what the county 
attorney said. That was just a year ago, and then we decided we 
would have to bring suit. We had no money, but the Good Lord 
provided a way. We got an able attorney to do the work for nothing. 

Mr. JENSEN. I presume the Indians of California are no different 
from the Indians in the rest of the United States. Their record of 
enlistments and service in the war was second to none. 

Mr. Wituis. It was very high and it is right now. 

Mr. Jensen. Some of the Indians that served in the war have been 
a credit to those great “first” Americans of ours. 

Mr. Wituis. We are very proud of them and when the county at- 
torney said what he did about the Indian not being subject to military 
duty, in the audience was a man who had five sons in the service and 
there were mothers there who had sons in the service and there was 
one mother whose son had been killed and one was still a prisoner. 
That was a year ago. 

We say this: That California is so far ahead of all other States 
in meeting the requirements for complete and immediate elimination 
of the Bureau. We have the laws already in force. You do not have 
them in Montana and these other places. Maybe they are more able 
Indians or more wealthy, but in California everything is right, and 
the legislature asked us to bring this demand before you. They 
could have had every needy Indian home rebuilt by getting the 
surplus housing of the Army. What is needed most is an honest, 
able Commissioner of Indian Affairs and the same qualifications for 
the Secretary of Interior. 

Mr, Fenron. Would you cite to me that law you are talking about 

Mr. Witu1s. Yes, sir, [ have it right here. 

Mr. Fenton. The courts did not say that the Government has to 
give up the control of the Indians there in that law. It says that on 
the Indian reservation, or anywhere else, they must compiy with the 
State health laws. 

Mr. Wiiuts. The law says this: 

The Secretary of the Interior shall permit agents and employees of any State 
to enter upon Indian tribal lands, reesrvations or allotments therein, for the 
purpose of making an inspection of health and educational conditions, or to 
enforee sanitation and quarantine regulations, or to enforce compulsory school 
ittendance of Indian pupils, as provided by law, of the State, under such rules, 
regulations, and conditions as the Secretary of the Interior may prescribe. 

In no other State did the Secretary take the necessary steps to trans- 
fer that responsibility ; ; only in California was this done. He did this 
on September 8, 1933, when he stated: 

Health authorities of the State of California are hereby authorized to enter 
upon Indian tribal lands, reservations, or allotments within that State fer the 
purpose of making an inspection of health conditions, and enforcing sanitation 
and quarantine regulations under the State laws in the same manner as such 
regulations are enforced in the surrounding territory among the general popu 
lation. Superintendents and other officials of the Office of Indian Affairs are 
directed to cooperate with the State and local health officers in carrying out 
these provisions. 

(Signed) Haroip L. IcKEs 
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I have called this law to the attention of county officers many times 
and insisted that it be enforced, but to no avail. We have had investi- 
gations and publicity in the papers and the Bureau insists there is no 
such law. It can only be done when the Bureau agrees, they claim, 
and the Bureau will not agree. The county supervisor + and county 
health Peas dh: officer went with me on an inspection at Pala, San 
Diego County. We showed them the situation and they came back 
and said to the Board in a written opinion, that the houses and places 
where those Indians lived were unfit for animals, and nothing was 
done, because the Bureau control on Indian reservations is so abso- 
lute. I have been threatened many times and because I have demanded 
these laws be enforced have been beaten up and am still partially 
paralyzed because of it, but I have accepted their challenge and tried 
to defend these Indians. Bureau employees have done everything 
they possibly can to intimidate me. They know that I am devoting : all 
my time to this fight, with no pay for my services. I have no income, 
even though I have been a licensed real estate broker for 35 years, 
which in California should have been lucrative for the past few years. 
\s a public official I resigned my position; I gave up everything and 
have hoped that we could get this solved. I know we could not hope 
to get everything done in Congress, although most people are in 
sympathy with the Indian, and “realize they have not been given a 
square deal. I knew we had to get effective laws and now we have 
the law. Yes, we now have the necessary laws. It needs only to be 
enforced. If we had had a man in the office of Indian Commissioner 
that would have done his duty during the past 2 years, and enforced 
the laws already in effect, he could have done it; anyone could have 
done it if they were honest about it, and he could have eliminated most 
all of the problems and most of the great suffering of the Mission 
Indians. There is nothing like it any place 

Mr. Jensen. As you know, a new chief of the Indian Bureau will 
soon be appointed, and you may be sure that this committee will rec- 
ommend to him that he look into this matter in which you are so 
greatly interested and see if we cannot resolve this question in the 
proper manner at the earliest possible time. With that, I say, thank 
you for the information you have given us and we hope that we can 
do the thing that is right and proper and are willing to do the thing 
that is right and proper for the Mission Indians of California and all 
the Indians of California. 

Mr. Wits. I thank all of you; you have been patient with me. 
You have been most patient, but I know you appreciate the great 
problems that we are facing in trying to help these poor people. 

Mr. Jensen. I do want the rec ‘ord to show, Mr. Castillo is a full- 
blooded Indian, and his full name is Adam Castillo. 

Mr. Castillo, you agree with all the statements which have been 
made here today by Mr. Willis? 

Mr. CastiL1o. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, thank you. 
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Turspay, Marcu 24, 1953. 


Tur Prrestone INDIAN ScHoor 
WITNESSES 


HON. H. CARL ANDERSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


REV. J. G. STEINMEYER, PIPESTONE, MINN. 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. 

We are pleased to have before the committee at this time our good 
friend and colleague, Congressman Carl Andersen of Minnesota, who 
has appeared before this committee on many occasions in the interest 
of the people whom he represents. 

We are also pleased to see our friend of many years past, Rev. J. G. 
Steinmeyer, of Pipestone, Minn., who has had quite a problem regard 
ing the Pipestone Indian School over the past several years. 

Reverend Steinmeyer, I presume you are still having some difficulty 
in that connection ? 

Reverend Srernmeyer. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Andersen, we will be glad to hear from you at 
this time. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. ANpeRSEN. Mr. Chairman, as you know, we have appeared here 
for several years past in behalf of the Pi ipestone Indian School, which 
has to do with the care and education of homeless Indian children 
from broken homes. Rev. J. G. Steinmeyer, of Pipestone, has been 
one of the leaders in the movement toward not only keeping that 
particular school open, as you gentlemen will recall, but also in ex 
tending the work of this school into the vocational field, so that when 
these Indi: an children leave there, it is our hope they will be educated 
along vocational lines sufficiently so they can go out into the world 
equipped with a trade by which to earn their living. 

I think it will be best if we give to Reverend Steinmeyer the full 
time which the commiitee might allot to us. You gentlemen so well 
know the situation; I will not burden you with further details, except 
to say this: 

The Indian Bureau has, during the past 5 or 6 years, deliberately 
gone against the intent of ms Congress relative to this school. Each 
year they attempt to ¢ lose it, or announce its closing ahead of time, 
deliberately, in my opinion, in an effort to force its closing. I think 
it is high time to find out whether it is the Congress which is deciding 
the policy or whether it is the Indian Bureau, and, with that, I will 
appreciate it very much if you could now listen to Rev. J. G. Stein 
meyer. He has a serious report as to present care of children, who 
righ tfully should be in such a school as Pipestone. 

Reverend Srernmeyer. Mr. Chairman, and members of the com- 
mittee, I am very grateful for this opportunity to come down here 
with an old problem; it is a problem of many years. Formerly, when 
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I was asked who I represented, I was able only to say that certain 
people wrote letters to you and to me about this problem, but we now 
have approximately 16 different organizations of religious groups, 
fraternal groups, and civie groups interested. This year, when the 
prot blem seems to be more acute than ever before, we also have the 
support of the Pipestone County Commissioners, who are greatly 
concerned about this problem. 

Last week the secretary of the Chippewa Tribe, Mr. Joe Visner, of 
Minnesota, came to Pipestone to investigate the school, and also the 
treasurer of the tribe was present. They said they came to study 
conditions at Pipestone and stated they represented 16,000 Chippewa 
Indians, who are opposed to the closing of the Pipestone School, 
where they had taken no action before. They gave as the reason for 
not opposing the closing of the school the fact that they did not 
know the type of institution we had at Pipestone; that the things they 
heard were contrary to what they found. By that I mean the school 
is supposed to have been a dilapidated structure, not a fit place for 
human beings to live. That was their impression before they came. 

They came unheralded and unproclaimed. They went to the super- 
intendent of the institution, Mr. May, and said, * ‘We want to look over 
this institution; we did not give you any notice, because we want to 
see this institution as it is.” Mr. May said, “Tell your Chippewa 
friends they can come to Pipestone any day of the week, unheralded 
and unprocl: ened. and they will find this institution as it is.’ With 
that, we went through the building and they examined it. They went 
through at the noon hour and they went into the kitchen and looked 
into the pots and pans and looked into what was being cooked. They 
went to the tables where the kids were eating, and the dining room 
was spotlessly clean, and course, on the plates you could see what the 
kids were eating. They saw a nice big bottle of milk and the kids 
can drink all the milk they want. They said there was not a dining 
hall in northern Minnesota that had ‘anything like it or where thé 
children are eating anything like the children were there at Pipestone. 

When the gentlemen left, the treasurer of the tribe, who seemed to 
be a very fine gentleman, said “We had no way of knowing what was 
here at Pipestone,” and he began to cry. Actually, the tears ran 
down his eyes and he said, “Reverend, come up to the North Woods to 
see what is going on.” Remember that Pipestone is situated 250 miles 
south of the North Woods area he referred to. 

Gentlemen, I wonder if I could take some of your time to show you 
these pictures? It will save me describing the situation. You have 
seen some of the pictures before, but I have some additional ones 
and they are arranged differently. Those [indicating] are the build- 
ings at Pipestone I am talking about. If you turn the pages, you 
will find the various activities, which includes the garden. Our 
gardeners took 5 first prizes and 6 second prizes at the county fair 
last year. You will also see the basketball area and other parts of the 
institution. Weare proud of Pipestone School, as previously operated 
before the determined efforts of the Indian Bureau to close it. 

You were told when we appeared before the committee a year ago, 
that a home is better than an institution. If you will look at that 
last page, Mr. Chairman, I will not blame you at all, if you say it is 
not true. They brought that picture to me and I said, “No; wait a 
minute, boys; that is not true.” This picture is one of the so-called 
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homes in the North Woods. Children were taken from the Pipestone 
School and placed instead into such places. 

Mr. Jensex. You mean that there awe Indian children that were 
taken from Pipestone and put into this home? It looks like a tar- 
paper shack. F 

Reverend STEINMEYER. Yes, sli 

Mr. JeNseN. But I might say, there are a lot of shacks that are real 
iomes. There are a lot of poor people that live in extremely simple 
homes which you could call a home and be more honest about it than 
some people that live in castles. 

Reverend SrernMeyeER. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. I would not say that the home which appears in this 
picture would be very conducive to the building up of Indian children 
n the way that they should be brought up, according to our American 

ideas of bringing children up in this country. It will depend a 
deal on the foster parents who are rearing that child. 

Reverend STEINMEYER. It was so utterly unbelievable that when I 
showed it to the various men interested in this school problem, they 
said, “Well, here, you are getting dirty; nobody in Washington is 
voing to believe that.” 

Well, I said, “I do not believe it myself, but I will go up there.” 
So I went up into the North Woods a week ago last Friday and got 
up early in the morning and made a tour of the area. It was so utterly 
unbelievable to me that a home of that kind is utilized under the name 
of “foster home,” where the average payment is $42.50 per child per 
month in that home, that 1 wanted to see it. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, it will not take me long to 
read my notes which I made on that trip, but 1 would like to read 
you about the conditions which I found. 


vreal 


Jim Evans has received two children into his home, and they are the orphaned 
children of Mr. and Mrs. Stone. He lives in a two-room Indian shack which is 
in terrible condition and not fit for either cow or dog. The children must travel 
19 miles to school by bus. Their condition is very poor and they have no clothes 
no overshoes, and no shoes. The boy wears the father’s shoes when he goes to 
school. The children are 12 and 14 years old, respectively 

John Buck has 3 children of his own and he has adopted 4 children unde 
the “foster home” plan. Two of these children are the Te John children, and 
I want you to remember that name. They are ages 8 and 11, and there are two 
of the Martin children. The home is similar to the picture, but worse. They get 
foster-home money for care and support of their own family; that is, for a wife 
and four children. 

Daisy Butcher is 70 years old and lives in a tar-paper shack. She received 2 
children into her foster home, ages 5 and 9. She lives four blocks from school, 
but children’s school attendance is very poor. Their clothing is terrible, and 
they seem to be dreadfully undernourished. She also has two children who are 
older than these children, 

With regard to the Noland home, it is a white home and they have 6 children of 
their own and have 2 children under the foster-home plan. One girl has now 
been sent to the hospital in Walker, tuberculosis, and the other, Cordelia, has not 
attended school this year. She is kept at home and does chores, cleans, and does 
housework. 


Mr. JENsEN. You say she has not been sent to school this year ? 

Reverend Srernmeyrer. No, sir; she has not been sent to school as 
yet this year. 

Mr. Jensen. Under the contract by which they took these chil- 
dren, were they not supposed to send them to school? Is that not 
one of the provisions? [f it is not, we certainly would like to know it. 

380433—53—pt. 4 10 
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Reverend Srrinmeyer. This letter [indicating] came to me Sunday 
morning just before I was going to church, by special delivery, from 
Mrs. Victoria Churchill, whois the sheriff’s wife. I do not know the 
lady, but she writes: 

I understand from Joe Visner that you are very much interested in the Indian 
home and keeping the Pipestone School open. 

It is my opinion that the school should be kept open, because the children will 
not then be placed in boarding homes, which does not work out at all. 

Right here in our community a girl, Cordelia Hull, who is 15 years old, was 
placed in a home by our local welfare board. The family with whom she was 
placed is definitely not of the type of home she sholud bein. The family is large 
and the children and boys and girls all sleep in one room. She does not go to 
school. Instead, she must stay home to do whatever work there is to do. She 
says that she works too hard with outside chores. 

This case goes to prove that placing Indian children in such homes wilil cer- 
tainly not give them any advantage or training. In fact, this girl, after the 
tough time she has had, will probably get a tough attitude toward life. Whereas 
if she was in a place like Pipestone School, she would get the proper training 
ind a better attitude. 

I do not know this lady and I have never spoken to her before this 
time. This is what she writes on this Cordelia Hull, and that is the 
same information which I got out there. 

Che Johnnie Johnson home is a white home and they have received 
10 children, ages 6 to 16 years. The oldest girl is kept home. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean they received 10 Indian children ? 

Reverend Srrinmeyer. Ten Indian children in a home that is no 
better than the one in the picture which I showed you. I do not ex- 
pect you to believe it. It is 17 miles to school and the oldest girl wants 
to get out because it is too far. He received about $400 for the care 
of these children and bought a new refrigerator, deep freeze, electric 

hicken water apparatus, and all sorts of electric gadgets for the house. 

Mr. Jensen. What kind of house does he live in? 

Reverend Srernmeyenr. It is like that picture and not any better. 

The Ahren Bevins home. He has 7 children of his own and adopted 3 be- 
cause he could get $120. He refused to give information for fear that he might 
lose the children. 

The Lucille Johnson home. They adopted a boy and a girl. The boy seems 
to be trying hard to get into trouble, hoping to be sent to Red Wing so he can 
get something to eat and have a place to sleep. The girl picked spuds all fall and 
lost Gut in school. Foster mother gets money the girl earned. 


Mr. Jensen. How long is the contract that these foster parents have 
for the keep of these children ? 

Reverend Srernmeyer. If they do not go to the reform schools, they 
have until they are 21 years old. 

Mr. Jensen. If the children do not go, or the foster parents do not 
xo? What do you mean? 

Reverend Steinmeyer. We had quite a battle before the State senate 
welfare board when I stated that some of these children had never 
lived in such poverty and in such squalor. They will not stay there 
and they run away, but they have no place to go. They are defiant 
and they will do anything. 

Mr. Jensen. They run away from their foster home ? 

Reverend STEINMEYER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And then they are brought back? 

Reverend Sreryaeyver. Yes, sir. The sheriff returns them and we 
have no place in the State of Minnesota to put these children but 
in the reformatory at Sauk Centre. 
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Mr. JENSEN. Have any of them gone into the reformatory to date 
from foster homes? 

Reverend Srernmeyer. Yes, sir. A member of the appropriations 
committee in the State Legislature of Minnesota testified before the 
senate welfare committee that from August, after the close of the 
Pipestone School, 12 Indian children were sent to the reformatory 
at Sauk Centre, and he was not clear whether the total number of in 
mates of that institution was 24, or 24 percent Indians. 

Mr. Jensen. Redwing is the boys’ reformatory ¢ 

Reverend SreinMeEyYeER. Yes, sir. 

I will continue with my report. 

Finedays. They adopted two children and the home is worse than the home 
as pictured. 

Sticker. They adopted two children and the home is worse than the home as 
pictured. 

Warren. ‘ They adopted two children and the home is worse than the home 
as pictured. 

Skippendays. Adopted two children and the home is worse than the home as 
pictured. 

Jim Burnette. The “licensed home”: one shack, and what might be termed 
three doghouses; the adopted children live in the doghouses. Indescribable 
squalor. 

We learned that some of these children wanted to be placed in 
“licensed homes” at this meeting, and I went to find these “licensed 
homes,” and I found one at the home of Jim Burnette, which I have 
just described. 

Mr. JENSEN. How large are those houses that you call doghouses ? 

Reverend SrerinmMeEyYeErR. The house in which he lived was a good 
size house, but the three shacks were very small and they are wrapped 
in tar paper, and they have no windows. I would say they are 4 feet 
one way and maybe 6 the other. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean the children slept in those? 

Reverend STeEINMEYER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. On the ground, I presume? 

Reverend Sremnmeyrer. I did not check all of them as to whether 
they had floors in them, but many of them have no floors. They 
sleep on the ground and there is no wood flooring. 

JANE BuCKANAGE. There is 1 little shack and 3 tarpaper shacks. She has 
4 children of her own and houses one Peter Kettle who is blind: her aged 
mother who is past 70 years of age; one Jane Fineday, who appears to be feeble- 
minded; her husband, who is blind, and 4 adopted children. There are 13 in 

Nancy Kerr te. She has a shack and adopted two children. 

Iva Spry. She has a shack and has 8 children of her own and adopted 2. 


all. 


This last one, gentlemen, is the one which I especially wish to call 
to your attention. You recall that I mentioned earlier that I would 
refer to this family later. There is no way that I know to describe 
the thing as it hit me when I was up there. I looked at it firsthand. 
You will, perhaps, recall I said there were two Te John children. 


Bos Te Jonn. He was the father of 8 children, and was drafted into the 
Army during World War II. He came home from boot camp, on leave, returned 
to camp and was sent overseas to Europe. He was killed in action 2 weeks 
later. The mother was not able to carry the load and she went to pieces and 
was sent away. There were five children, formerly at Pipestone Schoot, whe 
were placed with aged grandmother, under the foster home plan. Lawrence 
15 years old, enlisted in the Army and had to lie a little bit to get in. The 
other children are scattered in other homes. The father paid the supreme 
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sacrifice, battling for freedom on foreign soil, and his young son is now carrying 
on to complete the task for which his father died. Will he have any help? 
Gentlemen, have I al zone more time / 
Mr. Jensen. Yes, si 


1953 APPROPRIATED FUNDS DIVERTED TO FOSTER-HOME PROGRAM 


Reverend Srernmeyer. Here is what happened: When we came here 
last year, vou were wonderfully kind and you granted us everything 
we had asked. We went back to Pipestone to report what happened. 
In the Congressional Record of July 3, in the report of the Appropria- 
tions Committee, we saw there had been $234,981 appropriated for 
the Indian school at Pipestone, Minn. We took that as a very definite 
law. That same record also gave us a report by Senator Thye and 
Senator Hayden, where they stated that the House insisted on its 
version for the Pipestone Indian School and the Senate had to yield 
to them, as over and against the foster-home program. Following 
that allocation of $234,981 which was appropriated for the Pipestone 
school, in the report of the social welfare of the State of Minnesota, 
that report stated that, of the $234,981 appropriated for the Pipestone 
school, it was arranged to have $72,251 diverted to the foster-home 
program, and this amount was agreed upon in the contract. 

Mr. Jensen. That contract was approved by Mr. Dillon S. Myer 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs, by telegram dated August 29, 1952, 
according to a report from the United States Department of the 
Interior, Office of Indian Affairs, who sent us a copy of the contract. 
It is contract No, 14-20-850-6, State Department of Administration, 
Contract No. 1-672, which was approved by the Minnesota State 
Department of Welfare, by F. W. Nichols, director. 

Without objection, this contract will be placed in the record 
this point. 

(The matter referred to follows.) 

Contract No. 14—-20-350- 
State Department of Seeieiedties 
Contract No, 1672 


Unrrep STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, OFFICE OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


HETWEEN THE OFFICE OF INDIAN AFFAIRS AND THE DIVISION OF SOCIAL WELFARE FOR 
FOSTER CARE OF DEPENDENT AND NEGLECTED INDIAN CHILDREN RESIDENTS OF THI 
STATE OF MINNESOTA 


It is agreed that 
1. The Indian children to be covered by this agreement are defined as follows: 
(a) a child who is the legal responsibility of either of the two groups of 
counties hereinafter described : 

(1) a distressed county as defined by chapter 716, section 11, Minne- 
sota Session Laws of 1951; 

(2) a county which has an Indian population of more than 1,400 as 
shown by the United States Bureau of Census Report of April 1950, and 
who is 

(b) one-fourth or more Indian blood, and who is 
(c) a dependent or neglected child as defined by Minnesota Statutes anno 
tated, section 260.01. 

2. “Foster care.’ as used in this memorandum of agreement, shall mean the 
same type of care as is provided under State standards for dependent and 
neglected children whe are wards of the Director of Social Welfare; i. e., in- 
cludes board, room, and care in a private home or child-caring institution, cloth- 
ing, schooling, and medical care, but will not include care of children eligib'e for 
social-security aids such as aid to dependent children. 
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It is agreed that the Director of Social Welfare, through the county welfare 
boards of the counties described in paragraph 1, above, will make the necessary 
social investigations to determine whether or not such children are eligible within 
he provisions of section 1, and also that, where eligibility is found, he will at 
range to provide for foster care in the same manner as for other children placed 
under similar conditions, and to pay for such care subject to reimbursement as 
herein provided. 

4. It is agreed that the Director of Social Welfare shall submit monthly to the 
\rea Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs, a list of the children placed in foster 
homes under this agreement and the total expenditures for each child 
5. It is agreed that the Area Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs, shall arrange 
© promptly pay such statements of expense to the State of Minnesota through 
the Director of Social Welfare. 

6. It is agreed that the maximum liabiilty to the United States of America 
under this contract, unless modified by mutual agreement, shall be $72,231. That 
is why they will not permit children to come @o Pipestone school. Any savings in 
cost of operating the Pipestone Indiag School will be made available for this 
program to the extent needed. 

7. It is further agreed that the Director of Social Welfare will secure for all 
dependent and neglected Indian children, regardless of residence, the same type 
of care provided for under this agreement for dependent and neglected Indian 
children who are residents of the specified counties. 

S. It is further agreed that an accredited representative of the Office of Indian 
Affairs shall be authorized to examine State and county social records of children 
covered by this agreement upon request to the State agency. 

9. It is further agreed by both parties that a foster-home program as herein 
defined cannot successfully be executed on a short-time basis, and that both 
parties will make every effort to extend tLe contract on a basis that will permit 
permanent planning for these children. 

10. The period covered by this contract is October 1, 1952, through June 30, 
1953. 

MINNESOTA STATE DEPARTMENT OF WELFARE, 
By F. W. Nicuors, Director. 

The foregoing contract was examined and approved as to form and execution 

this 30th day of September 1952. 
J. A. A. BURNQUIST, 
Attorney General 
By /s : 
issistant Attorney General. 
Approved September 23, 1952. 
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION, 
By /s/ G. FRANKRUELEN, 
futhorized Signature. 
BuREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, 
MINNEAPOLIS AREA OFFICE, 
By Don C. Fosrer, 
{rea Director. 

Note.—The foregoing contract was approved by Dillon S. Myer, Commissioner 

of Indian Affairs, by telegram dated August 29, 1952 


STATE OF MINNESOTA 
DIVISION OF Socran WELFARE 


Sr. Paur 1 

Department of Administration. 

Contract No. 1-672 

The State’s obligation under this contract will be otherwise covered in the 
regularly budgeted, allotted, and unencumbered moneys of the department. 

Account No. 51807 : 00-100. 

C. G. CHAPADO, 
Chief, Finance and Research Unit. 

Mr. Jensen. Under the contract, it says, “The foregoing contract 
was examined and approved as to form and execution this 30th d: ay 
of September 1952, and it is signed by J. A. A. Burnquist, attorney 
general, by his assistant attorney general, and his penmanship is so 
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poor I cannot make it out; for the Bureau of Indian Affairs it is 
signed by Don C. Foster, area director; approved, department of 
administration, September 23, 1952, by someone whose name I cannot 
make out, although it says it is his “Authentic signature,” and the last 
note on the contract reads: 

The foregoing contract was approved by Dillon 8S. Myer, Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs, by telegram dated August 29, 1952. 

I want to read another paragraph from this contract, which deals 
with foster care: 

“Foster care,” as used in this memorandum of agreement, shall mean the same 
type of care as is provided under State standards for dependent and neglected 
children who are wards of the Director of Social Welfare; i. e., includes board, 
room, and care in a private home og child-caring institution, clothing, schooling, 
and medical care, but will not include « arg of children eligible for social-security 
aids such as aid to dependent children. 

Of course, this contract, as I read it, is a very weak thing. Anyone 
could sign that contract, because it is not specific in any sense. There 
is no penalty provided in this contract for nonexecution of the 
contract. 

The foster parents, no doubt, have been told by some shyster 
lawyer that they could keep these children and make money on 
them and put them to work and there would be no penalty if they 
did not send them to school, because the contract does not provide a 
penalty. So, you have a most disgraceful situation. 

Mr. H. Cart Anpersen. I think, Mr. Chairman, you will agree 
with me that the diversion of those funds was entirely unauthorized 
by law. 

Mr. Jensen. Absolutely. We appropriated that money, fully in- 
tending that the money should be spent for the running expenses of 
the Pipestone Indian School, and the Commissioner of Indian Affairs 
knew it. So did everyone else in high authority that had anything 
to do with the Indian Bureau and the Pipestone School. 

Now, to bring this to a conclusion and to get down to brass tacks, 
what is your recommendation at the present time, Reverend Stein- 
meyer ¢ 


CONTINUATION OF THE SCHOOL 


Reverend Sreinmeyer. The recommendation is this, and it would 
seem that the State of Minnesota concurred in that on February 17: 
That the Congress provide for the continuation of the Pipestone 
School and that it be used to its capacity. We can handle there about 
100 to 450 children. The distressed counties in Minnesota have more 
children that should be sent to that school than we can hold. 

Mr. Jensen. The thing I am trying to figure out, after hearing 

your testimony, is how we are going to get those children back. 
' | think we have a way of doing that right here in this committee 
by simply appropriating this money, as we did before, for the Pipe- 
stone Indian School and saying in the report that that was the in- 
tention in the 1953 budget, but it was ignored and that part of the 
funds appropriated were diverted and spent_to place these children 
in foster homes, for which the committee did not intend the money 
to be spent. And we could again reiterate that no money herein ap- 
propriated shall be spent to pay foster pavents for the keep of Indian 
children from the Pipestone Indian School. 


149 


I hope, surely, when our new Commissioner of Indian Affairs is 
appointed, that he will see to it that the will of Congress and the will 
of the good people like yourself and Congressman Andersen and 
the will of the people in that vicinity with a heart in their breast 
that know about this whole matter is complied with. I hope he will 
see to it that this money. is spent, not to keep children in such condi- 
tions as you point out here, but to keep them in improved surround 
ings and that the children who need a decent home be returned to the 
Pipestone School where they can be brought up as children should be 
brought up. 

All of us would like to see children in homes where they would have 
the love and care of even a foster father and mother, but the condi- 
tions under which these children are living today, this very minute, 
as you have described is criminal. If we would permit the continua- 
tion of such a condition then we would be no better than the people 
who have done this injustice to these poor, helpless Indian children. 
[ am sure this committee will write language into the appropriation 
bill which will spell out exactly, and in no uncertain terms, just what 
we intend this money to be spent for, and it will not be spent to keep 
these Indian children in such homes as you have described. I can 
assure you that, Reverend Steinmeyer. 

Reverend Srrenmeyer. I am certainly very glad to hear that. 

Mr. Jensen. I am sure | can speak for every member of this com 
mittee, because they are just about the same type of people and have 
the same concepts of life and principles as I have. 


COST OF FOSTER HOME PROGRAM 


Mr. Norre.i. You do not know, Reverend, what the total cost. of 
this arrangement has been or will be, do you? I believe the contract 
expires June 30, 1953? 

Reverend Srernmeyer. It is supposed to expire. I do not know 
whether they will again get some money, and it varies. You will 
notice at the time we were here a year ago that they said there would 
be a difference in the payment, depending on the type of home. It 
is hard to get information from up there as to what they are paying 
for any particular home. 

Mr. Norreti. You do not know what the total would be? 

Reverend Srernmeyer. The State wants $300,000 from this com- 
mittee for that purpose. 

Mr. ANnpersen. May I reply to that, Mr. Norrell ? 

Mr. Norrewy. Yes. 

Mr. Anpersen. Regardless of which way we approach this prob- 
lem, it is still going to cost the Federal Government practically the 
same amount of money, but the big difference, sir, is the fact that 
on the one hand in the P ipestone Indian School at least they will be 
treated as decent American citizens, and on the other hand they are 
turned loose virtually to shift for themselves, as you have seen here 
today, to be placed in homes of very question: able character 

Mr. Norrew. It looks to me as if this attorney general up there 
had reservations. I see he only agreed to the contract in form and 
execution. 
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Mr. Anpersen. That is correct. He certainly would not agree 
to anything of this nature. His agreement was only as to form and 
execution. 

Mr. Norreii. He did not agree to the principle involved ? 

Mr. Anpersex. I would say that this is the responsibility of the 
Division of Social Welfare of the State of Minnesota, and the Office 
of Indian Affairs jointly, would you not say so? 

Mr. Norreiy. I think so, too. 

Reverend Srernmeyer. I wonder if this will clear up the picture 
for you. 

We have 11 counties with the greater concentration of Indians in the 
State out of the 87 counties. Some people in Minnesota have not seen 
an Indian. The Indians live in the northern part of the State. Al- 
though there are actually only 11 counties affected, of these 11, only 
5 counties have a major concentration of Indians in them. 

Mr. Norreri. Had I been the attorney general I would have done 
what he did. I would have let the record show that I only agreed 
to it in form and execution as he did. I do not think anybody could 
agree, I do not see how they could agree, to putting these children in 
homes of this kind, and he did not do that. I guess, as you say, the 
fault lies with the Indian Service and the Minnesota State Depart- 
ment of Welfare. 


STAFF AND CAPACITY OF SCHOOI 


How many children do we have there? 

Reverend Srernmeyer. In school now ? 

Mr. Norren. Yes. 

Reverend Srernmeyer. Forty children, or perhaps 39. The Indian 
Bureau allowed the school $10,000 out of the $234,981 which you al- 
located for Pipestone. 

There is now at the school a staff of 17 people. All of the teachers 
of the school have an M. A. degree, and have an interest in these 
children, a wonderful interest in these children, but they cannot have 
the children. 

Mr. Norreti. Cannot what? 

Reverend Strernmeyer. Cannot have the children. 

[ will state this one thing, I went up into Becker County in August, 
where I was told that they had 85 children ready for Pipestone, and 
after they got through with that boarding home program the Pipe- 
stone School did not receive a single Indian child from that county. 

Mr. Norrett. Do you know how many teachers they have? 

Reverend Srernmerer. Two. 

Mr. Norre.i. What is the total capacity of this school ? 

Reverend Sreinmeryer. 450. 

Mr. Norrevi. What part of that capacity now do they have occupied, 
what portion of it? 

Reverend Strernmeyrer. At the utmost 40 now, about 10 per cent. 

Mr. Norreti. About that ratio? 

Reverend SrernMEYeErR. Yes. 

Mr. Norretit. What did they tell you was the reason why they 
wanted to do that? 

Reverend Stetnmeyer. I cannot answer that; there does not seem to 
be any. 
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Mr. ANpERSEN. May I answer that ! 

Mr. Norreuu. Yes. 

Mr. ANpeRSEN. | am firmly convinced that the Indian service has 
just set out to show Congress that it intends to do as it wishes in this 
case, and that it will not be dictated to by the Congress as to what 
shall be done. 

[ am firmly convinced that they have no respect whatsoever for the 
will of Congress, as expressed directly in the report attached to last 
year’s appropriation bill and previous years, and as I stated to begin 
with, gentlemen, I feel that it is time to find out who does direct the 
policy of this Government. 

Mr. Norreui. I think, Mr. Chairman, that you might call some of 
them over here to explain this to the committee before we close the 
hearings. 

Mr. Jensen. I think that is a very good suggestion, Congressman 
Norrell. 

Mr. ANpersen. Might I offer off the record a suggestion, Mr. 
Chairman / 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, go ahead. 

Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Anpversen. I wish to thank the committee for their very cour- 
teous hearing. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Congressman Andersen. 


VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 


Reverend STELN MEYER, If, somehow, vocational training could be 
arranged for these children it would be very beneficial. When they 
leave Pipestone School they go into a way of life under conditions to 
which they are not accustomed. They cannot go to school; no one 
gives them clothes, and no one gives ‘them money. At a small cost 
full vocational training might be ; given to these children so that when 
they are 18 years of age they can go out and get a job with some quali- 
fications for it. 

Mr. Jensen. That, I think, is a very important part of the educa- 
tion of many of our children who will not have the opportunity to 
go to college, and to schools for any particular art or profession. 
Trade schools are, in my opinion, very important, not only among 
the; he children, but among our own white children, 

, Reverend, I can assure you that this committee is very grateful 
to you for the big fight that you have put on for these helpless, home- 
less children. That, really, is the work of an agent of our Heavenly 
Father, and, of course, you are a minister of the Gospel, and you feel 
that very deeply. We certainly appreciate having you come here to 
give us this information. 

Mr. Anpersen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


HOSPITAL AT WHITE FARTH 


Reverend Srernmeyer. There is another item which I would like 
tomention. The hospital at White Earth, Minn., is about to be closed, 
a 19-bed hospital, serving approximately 6,000 people. If the hospital 
is closed these people will have to be transferred to the nearest hos- 
pital at Cass Lake, 150 miles away. 

Mr. Jensen. How far is Pipestone from that hospital ? 
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Reverend Sretnmeyer. It is 240 miles. 

Mr. Jensen. How far? 

Reverend Srerinmeyer. 240 miles. It is a good, fine, clean institu- 
tion, and all they ask is to keep it up. The beds are there, the equip- 
ment is there, and they have put in a new sterilizer just last week. 
They are closing it this week or next week. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 

Mr. Anpersen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee. 


INDIAN VOCATIONAL EpUucaTIon 
Turspay. Marcu 24, 1953. 
WITNESSES 


HON. ED EDMONDSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

L. K. COVELLE, DIRECTOR, OKLAHOMA A&M COLLEGE, SCHOOL OF 
TECHNICAL TRAINING, OKMULGEE, OKLA. 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have Congressman Edmondson be- 
fore the committee at this time. I believe, Congressman, that you are 
here in the interest of some problems confronting the State of Okla- 
homa, concerning the Indians, are you not ? 

Mr. Epmonpson. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. You may proceed. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I would like to thank the committee for the op- 
portunity to appear before you. This is my first appearance before 
a committee or a subcommittee of the Congress. 

I am very happy that it is on a matter that so vitally concerns my 
district as the matter of Indian affairs. 

You will, I know, recall my predecessor in this office, Congress- 
man W. G. Stigler. 

Mr. JenseN. Yes, indeed, I do. He was one grand person, and he 
was a great help to this committee and the Congress on many things, 
espec ially in giving us information regarding matters pertaining to 
the Indians and we are all, of course, very sorry that he has passed 
away, but he has left his mark here in Congress and on this country. 

Mr. EpMonpson. I would certainly concur in those statements too. 
Mr. Stigler has also left a very big pair of shoes to fill on the subject 
of Indian legislation. 

Since Congressman Stigler’s death the district has been enlarged by 
action of the legislature to include 8 additional counties, so that at 
present the Second Congressional District of Oklahoma has close to 
20,000 Indians in it, and I believe I can safely say that is probably 
the most heavily populated district in the country from the stand- 
point of the Indian population, certainly insofar as the Indians of 
the Five Civilized Tribes group are concerned. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I regret that I do not have the experience to bring 
to the committee informed comment upon the many points of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs’ objectives that were covered by Mr. Stigler 
in his last testimony before your subcommittee back, I believe, in 1952 2, 
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but there are several points on which I would like to comment 
briefly. 

Mr. Jensen. You just go ahead and say what you want to say in 
your own words. This committee is ve ry easy to talk to, I can assure 


you. 
Mr. EpMonpson. Thank you very much, s 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


There are two reasons, at least, why I am vitally interested in the 

appropriation which is provided for in the present budget for relo 
cation and placement. I understand that she is the division in which 
the program for vocational education of the Indians of the country 
is carried on, and the two reasons that I have for being interested 
that particular field, are first of all, because I believe, as all the wit- 
nesses who previously testified, and as I was glad to see Congressman 
Jensen believes, that vocational education is the most direct path that 
we have today in the field of Indian legislation to real progress in 
placing the Indian upon his own feet, and in bringing to an end at 
as early a date as it Is possible to do so the necessity for continuing 
activity and continuing expense in the field of Indian supervision by 
the Government. That is the first reason. 

The second reason is that we have in our district, at Okmulgee, 
Okla., one of the finest schools in the Nation specializing in the field 
of vocational education, and that is Oklahoma A. and M. College 
School of Technical Training, of which Mr. Keith Covelle is the 
director. Mr. Covelle is here to testify to the committee also, and I 
am, sure that you will find that he is a man who knows his field and 
who can explain to you my additional reason for having an interest 
in this particular appropriation. 

I am also authorized by letter from Mr. Floyd E. Maytubby, of 
Oklahoma City, who is Governor of the Chickasaw Nation in Okla 
homa, to state Governor Maytubby’s position with regard to the ap- 
propriation for vocational training of Indians. With the permission 
of the committee I would like to plac e in the record Governor May- 
tubby’s letter to me stating his position on the appropriation for 
Indian training. It is a half page letter which I do not believe will 
burden the committee record. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

GOVERNOR OF THE CHICKASAW NATION, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., March 19, 1953. 
Ep EpMONDSON, 
Member of Congress, House Office Bldg., Washington, D. C. 

My Dear CONGRESSMAN: I understand there will be a hearing on the Indian 
training appropriation bill on March 24 for the Okmulgee Training School at 
Okmulgee, Okla., affiliated with the A. and M. College. 

I sincerely believe this is a good bill. It will permit members of the Indian 
tribes all over the United States to take vocational training. After completing 
this training course, it will permit them to find good jobs and even permit them 
to go into business for themselves. This is something the Indians need. 

I testified for this bill last year and would like to have you submit the testi- 
mony from the previous ‘hearing. 

Best wishes. 

Sincerely yours, 
FLoyp E. MAYTUBBY, 
Governor of the Chickasaw Nation. 
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Mr. Epmonpson. In this letter he makes reference to his testimony 
which was given before the committee in the 1952 hearings on the 
same point, appearing at page 1726, 1727, and 1728 of the hearings 
on the budget for 1953. 

Grovernor asta by’s position is the same as the position taken by 
the leaders of the other Five Civilized Tribes participating in the 
Intertribal Council of Oklahoma, all of whom are on record in favor 
of a vocational training program for Indians. 

I do not want to labor the point if my conclusion is correct that 
the subcommittee is sold on the policy as a sound policy for Govern 
ment. If any member of the subcommittee has reservations or doubts 
about the soundness of a vocational training program for Indians. 
I would appreciate the opportunity to answer questions upon the 
particular program in which we are interested. 

Mr. Jensen. I think, Congressman, that most of the members are 
in favor of vocational training. As you know, there was a sizable 
amount in the original 1953 budget request for vocational training. 
but it was deleted in the revised budget submission. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. We have. of course, appropriated great sums of money 
for the education of Indian children. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. And we have constantly urged that they be given 
vocational training, and despite the great sums that we have pre- 
viously appropriated year after year for education, the facts are that 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs has never seen fit to spend the amount 
that we thought they should have spent for vocational training. 

Mr. Epmonpson. That is hard to understand in view of the positive 
benefits that can be shown where Indians have been trained in these 
schools. 

Mr. Jensen. It certainly is. 

Mr. Epmonpson.- The school at Okmulgee, about which Mr. Covelle 
will tell you quite a little. is a school which has had 8 percent or better 
enrollment of Indians almost from the inception, I believe, and the 
placement record of the school for those students has been a rémark- 
able one. It has also been demonstrated from the records of their 
graduates that the average student graduating (and during training 
they remain there at a cost of about $625) and that after training of 
20 months, this graduate will contribute $720 in taxes yearly. That 
is as a result of that training in the productivity that he is able to 
achieve and as a result of being trained to produce and trained to 
do a job. 

I cannot understand why there has not been emphasis placed upon 
that with the Indians who are in such a large percentage very adap- 
table to industry, the arts, and the mechanical trades, as a report of 
the Oklahoma A. & M. School of Technical Training shows. T am 
afraid I am getting over into Mr. Covelle’s field, He is an expert 
on that subject. 

Mr. Jensen. We will hear from Mr. Covelle in just a minute, but 
TI want to give you just a little idea of what the members of this com- 
mittee have seen with their own eyes. A number of us were in 
Alaska several years ago. 

Mr. Epmonnson. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Jensen. And we were told that an Indian school was carrying 
on vocational training. We went to visit that school, and we found 
them building boats, snow shoes, sleds, and things like that. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Which the Indian children knew much more about 
building than the white people who were training them. 

Mr. Epmonpson. The training has been avocational, in large part, 
rather than vocational I believe, too. 

Mr. Jensen. And then 1 have been in schools in Albuquerque, 
N. Mex., where almost all of the children there who were taking vo 
cational training were making rings and different kinds of metal work. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. That is all well and good, and we want to keep up 
that kind of art and craft work, but there was very little of the money 
that we had.appropriated for genuine vocational training being used 
for that purpose. ‘That was true of almost every place we went. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


OKMULGEE SCHOOL 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Covelle, did your school receive any money out 
of the amount of money which we appropriated last year for Indian 
education, to give these children any kind of voc ‘ational training or 
anything else ¢ 

Mr. Covetir. No, sir, only through the GI training bill 

Mr. Jensen. Through the G.I. training bill 4 

Mr. Covetie. That ts right. 


Mr. Jensen. Of course,sthat did not come from this committee. 

Mr. Covetir. No. 

Mr. Jensen. How many Indian veterans took vocational training 
n your school under the GI training bill / 

Mr. Cover. Since the school first opened, right around 1,300 when 
| reported last year. I would say that would be 1,500 or 1,600 this 
year. 

Mr. JenseN. Now, go ahead with your statement. 

Mr. Covense. I would rather have you ask the questions, because 
{ gave my report last year. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; it Was a very good report. As stated previously, 
there was in the original budget for 1954 a sum recommended for 
vocational training in the amount of $2,207,500, and I have been 
informed that under the revised budget that amount has been deleted 
in its entirety. 

Mr. Covetar. That is bad. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I wonder if there is any possibility of restoring 
even a small portion of that for a pilot program, specifically ear- 
marked for training in vocational education through contracts with 
established vocational schools that can teach such things as carpentry, 

cabinetmaking, are repair, radio, refrigeration, air condition- 
ing, dry cleaning, or laundering, all practical trades that will mean 
an income to a family, self-sufficiency for the Indian people of our 
State. That is something that most of them would like to have. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Covette. Seven of our Indians have graduated in agriculture, 
1 in art leather work, 12 in auto mechanics, 7 in bakery, 7 in body 
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und fender, 2 in bootmaking, 2 in cabinetmaking, 4 in « carpentry, 
none in the culinary trades, and I do not know why, : 3 in diesel, 3 in 
drafting, 10 in dry cleaning, and we have an outstanding school in 
that, § in electrical maintenance, 3 in intensive business, 2 in jewelry, 3 
in laundry, 3 in plumbing, 4 in printing, in radio 1, in refrigeration 3, 
shoe rebuilding, and talking about place ement in a good job, Congress- 
man, right there it is, ever) little bailiwick has a place to fix shoes, 14 
in shoe rebuilding, none in television, and 2 in upholstery, making a 
total of 101. 

There you see vocational training that is broad. Why do you not 
insert in there, “trade and industrial training”? That means trade 
training. Trade embodies all of those, you see. If you say vocational 
training it embodies all of those. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 


FUNDS FOR PILOT PROJECT REQUESTED 


Mr. Epmonson. I think if some way could be found within the 
budget to earmark even a small amount for a pilot project along those 
lines, to demonstrate the possibility under it, I think it would be a 
wonderful thing. Personally I would hate to see the money have to 
come out of education for the smaller Indian children. I would hate 
to see it at the expense of this very fine relocation and placement pro- 
gram which, in our own district, has resulted in gainful employment 
of a large number of Indians. It wf done the same thing in Con- 
gressman Albert’s district, and over in Congressman W ickersham’s 
district. There have been Indians pl: soode in ge vainful employment and 
made self-sufficient. 

But the placement and relocation program should dovetail and 
work with a plan for vocational education or trade and industrial 
training and education which would produce self-sufficient citizens. 

If there would be some way within this appropriation to earmark 
some money to run a trial program in connection with their placement 
and relocation program I think it would be a wonderful thing. 

Mr. Jensen. Gentlemen, the hour is getting late. We have some 
more witnesses. I do not want to rush you, but the committee was 
quite well briefed on this matter of voc ational training last year by 
Mr. Covelle, and so far as I am concerned personally b hope that we 
can get this vocational training program in operation at the earliest 
possible time. 

As a know, we will soon have a new Commissioner of Indian 
Affairs. I do not know who that gentleman is going to be, but this 
problem is going to depend to a great degree on his findings when 
he goes into this matter. There is not much you can expect during 
fiscal 1954 in this field of vocational training other than what we 
do under the regular educational program. 

I can assure you that I am going to ask the new Indian Commis- 
sioner to go into this matter thoroughly and to bring to this committee 
in the hearings next year his rec ommendation, and before that time, 
to make such’ requests to the Bureau of the Budget as he feels are 
proper and feasible for this vocational program which we have talked 
so-much about. That is about all we can say at this time. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Could I ask the Congressman a question ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 
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Mr. Epmonpson. Mr. Chairman, is the budget as it is presently con- 
stituted in such terms that it would be a diversion of funds to spend 
any of our education money or the placement and relocation money 
for a vocational education pilot program 

Mr. Jensen. I am not sure. I think they can spend money out of 
the educational appropriations for any kind of education for Indians. 

Mr. Puruips. It used to be a single item for the whole thing. 

Mr. JenseN. Yes. For the most part we do not put any st rings on It 
or earmark the educational funds. We leave that to the Commissioner 
of Indian Affairs to administer and to allocate. 

Mr. Epmonpson. In that event I think the expressions of the com 
mittee chairman on this point certainly should point the way to con- 
sideration by the Bureau of Indian Affairs of a pilot program out of 
the existing appropriation, for education or for relocation and place- 
ment. 

Mr. Jensen. We will talk it over with the new Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs when we know who he is going to be. That is about 
all we can do. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I am very hopeful in that connection that you will 
put ina good word for Okl: thoma A. and M. Tech School. 

Mr. Jensen. I know it is a good school. 

Mr. Norrevi. [| would like to put ina good word for old Dr. Bennett. 

Mr. Cove.ite. He was a very personal friend of mine. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I concur wholeheartedly in that statement, and I 
am very glad to hear Congressman Norrell, my neighbor from Ar- 
kansas, observe that. I think Mr. Covelie here is one of Dr. Bennett’s 
proteges. 

Mr. Norrect. | am glad to hear that 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Covelle is a good man, too. We want to thank 
you, Doctor. 

Mr. Covetie. Congressman, when you talk about going out and 
making an investigation, you might think of coming by to see some- 
body who is doing a good job. You might come by Okmulge e and see 
that school. 

Mr. Jensen. I will do that some day. 


Turspay, Marcu 24, 1953. 
Tuer CoacHELLA AND CenTRAL VALLEY Provecrs 


WITNESS 


HON. JOHN PHILLIPS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Jensen. We are glad to have our good friend and colleague, 
Congressman Phillips, of California, here tod: iy. I believe, Congress 
man, you have some things you want to talk about regarding the 
Coachella projec e. 

Mr. Puiuutrs. Very briefly Mr. Chairman. I have two statements 
1 would like to make to you, and they are in the nature of suggestions. 

I would like to say in advance that your committee knows as much 
or more about both subjects than I do, and I shall probably discover 
you have already done something about both of them. 
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COACHELLA PROJECT 


The first is about the Coachella Valley County Water District. 
For some years this committee has been appropriating money, first 
for the extension of the canal and then for the construction of laterals 
from the canal to the lands of the farmers. 

In the last two sessions we have had what might be called a minor 
controversy over whether it was the intent of Congress that the 
Bureau of Reclamation should conclude the work within the money 
already appropriated. The Bureau has felt it could not conclude the 
work with the money appropriated, and our farmers have felt that 
they should have done so, knowing what the costs should have been. 

The matter was settled by the recommendation of this committee 
that it be taken to a Federal court and that the court decide the intent 
of the contract, and also that the charges made against the water 
district be reviewed by a competent accountant. 

Certainly the Congress never intended that the laterals already con- 
structed and ready for use should be withheld from use and no water 
run through them because an attorney in the Bureau of Reclamation 
decided that they could not be used until such time as the court had 
handed down a decision. I submit that was not the intent of the 
Congress. 

Fortunately the court decision has been handed down. The decision 
is in favor of _ Coachella Valley Water District, as we all hoped 
and anticipated it would be. However, as you lawyers will under- 
stand better than 1. the decision has not been published. It has been 
handed down by the Federal judge, but has not been published, and 
until the technical procedure mvolved has been carried out. still the 
Bureau is hesitant or was hesitant up until recently to turn over the 
laterals and have the water in use. 

Do not forget that until the water is in use the farmers do not begin 
to repay the cost and the money is lying in the bank waiting to be 
repaid to the Federal epventaie nt. 

[ am hoping it will be possible for you to say in your report—I 
think that would probably be the proper place that it was the intent 
of Congress that the laterals should be put in use as they were finished. 
The matter is all settled. The court case is no longer in issue unless 
the Reclamation Service decides to carry it to a higher court. No 
matter what happens, it was the intent of Congress, as expressly 
indicated in the hearings and in the conversations, that the job should 
be finished and the water put to use, and that the court case should 
decide who is to be paid for it and how much. 

Mr. JensEN. I want to say, Congressman Phillips, that the members 
of this committee are very greatly relieved to know that this case, 
which has been hanging fire for so many years, has finally been 
adjudicated and cleared up. 

Mr. Prius. We are all relieved, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. I believe you will say that this committee has acted 
properly in the action which the committee has taken year after year. 

Mr. Puituies. I do not know what the farmers would have done if 
it had not been for the sympathy and understanding of this subeom- 
mittee of the Congress. 

Mr. Jensen. We were pretty sure that after we got all the facts it 
would be so. There was a time when some members of this com- 
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mittee, including myself, were not sure that the water users were on 
solid legal footing when they made the request which they did make. 
That is why this committee insisted that it be taken into court and 
cleared up once and for all, and that has been done. The decision 
has been rendered in favor of the water users, which means that 
Uncle Sam and the taxpayers of America will have to pay for some 
mistakes which were made by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

A great number of people were retained in the office there at 
Coachella. In addition to that, they went 50 miles outside of the 
district, or away from Coachella, and set up another office with 50 
more people in it, and charged those salaries to the Coachella district. 
fo add insult to injury, they even charged the moving of an office 
n Denver to the Coachella project. 

Mr. Putiiiirs. Yes; those are the facts. 

Mr. Jensen. And because of all of that expense there simply was 
not enough money in the original appropriation to do the job as 
Uncle Sam agreed to do it. 

Mr. Puiures. That is right, Mr. Chairman, and in the meantime 
while this overhead was accruing no construction work was being done 
nuch of the time. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Puiuuirs. By the way, Mr. Chairman, I think it will be pleas 
ng to you, as it is to us. to know that there is no request for additional 
money in the budget. We feel as we have felt for a long time that the 
money already appropriated was enough to finish the work 

Am I right? 

Mr. Jensen. I thought there was a small amount, Congressman 
Phillips. Comparatively speaking it is a small amount, in the neigh 
horhood of $100,000. 

[am sorry; that is for the All-American Canal operation. 

Mr. Pniturrs. I did not think there was anything for Coachella. 

Mr, Jensen. I misread that item. 

Mr. Norrevt. Was this suit tried on the disputed facts between the 
district and the Reclamation Service? I am sure it was, but I would 
like to get it for the record here. 

Mr. Puixuirs. I so understand; yes. 

Mr. Norrex. It was not tried on a technicality ? 

Mr. Puiturrs. I do not so understand. We could provide a copy 
of the decision. 

Mr. Norreti. Will you provide the committee with a copy of the 
complaint, the answer and the decree / 

Mr. Puinurrs. Yes. 

Mr. Norreww. In other words, the pleadings in the case, 

Mr. Puiurps. Yes, I will be glad to. 


SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT CONTRACT FOR POWER 


Mr. Jensen. Is there anything else, Mr. Phillips? 

Mr. Puinuirs. Yes, I have a very brief statement on an item which is 
out of my district. I want the members of the committee to under- 
stand it. It has to do with the Sacramento Municipal Utility District. 
It is a request which I transmit to this committee, that you make a 
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very thorough investigation of the contract recently signed by the 
Sureau of Reclamation. 

This matter affects all of us in California, and affects particularly 
the water users, because the cost of building the so-called Central 
Valley project was so computed that the power income was supposed 
to reduce the cost to the water users; or, in reverse, if the power con- 
tracts were low, then the water users would have to pay more. That 
was not the original intent. 

A very undesirable thing has happened, and we ask that it be investi- 
gated by your committee in the course of your hearings this year. 

I have here a note from the Irrigation Districts Association of 

California, in which they have two requests for the areas in which 
a investigation might lie. One is to ask for a list of the power 
contracts now under negotiation, and then to ask certain questions in 
regard to each of those. There are listed here as six items. 

What power rates are proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

What is the applicable provision of law on which the contract is 
based ¢ 

What procedures have been followed and what principles applied 
in arriving at the propose <d rates? 

What is the cost of power in relation to the proposed charge? 

What is the fair market value of the power ¢ 

On the basis of proposed charges, what is the repayment period of 
the project ? 

A memorandum accompanied that which gives the explanatory 
statements which follow up, to see why the questions are asked. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


1. The recent announcement by the Bureau of Reclamation that negotiations 
were proceeding with Sacramento Municipal Utility District, Los Angeles, and 
other public agencies for the sale of large blocks of Central Valley project 
power has resulted in misgivings among the water users of the project who fear 
that the feasibility of the CVP repayment program is being jeopardized. 

2. Power contracts now being negotiated between the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the Sacremento Municipal Utility District, and other public agencies in the 
northern part of the State involve quiie pessibly as much as two-thirds of the 
firm power produced in the CVP. 

When Congress authorized the CVP, it specified that power should be sold in 
such a manner as to financially assist the water users. 

The negotiation of the Sacremento contract at a rate which is considerably 
below the true value of the power and at a rate which will definitely jeopardize 
the repayment structure of the project, places a public agency in a peculiar 
position of taking advantage of a project which was presumably intended to be 
primarily a water project rather than a power project. 

Just why Sacramento residents should be singled out to be the happy recipients 
of this manna from the Bureau is unexplained. While Sacremento is regarded 
as a preference customer under the law, the law does not permit the disposal of 
the power at a rate which is below its value. 

3. It is obvious that the Bureau of Reclamation is struggling valiantly to 
dispose of all the firm power under conditions which will make impossible any 
but Fede al operation of the CVP because the income and the debt-paying ability 
of the project will have been liquidated in one of the greatest Christmas parties 
the State has ever seen. The Bureau is, beyond a doubt, disposing of public 
property—the power output of the federally constructed power plants—at a figure 
which is substantially below its true value. By no stretch of the imagination 
can it be presumed that the law requires such treatment for the public agencies 
under the preference clause of the Reclamation Act. 

4. In northern California approximately 10 percent of the power users are 
served by public agencies which micht qualify as preference customers. 

Why should these 10 percent of the power users be given special preference 
treatment to the detriment and at the expense of the other 90 percent of the 
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nower users in northern California and more especially at the expense of the 


vater users of the CVP. 
Contracts for power which are being made with preference customers such 


as publie districts and municipalities net the Bureau approximately 3.5 mills 


wer kilowatt-hour. This low return for the power poses serious questions of 

sublic policy and appears te be a misapplication of the preference clause which 
ves to the public agencies preference as to availability but does not provide 
hat the power shall be sold to them at a figure which will jeopardize the financial 
isibility of the whole project. 

Che law requires that the power be disposed of at a rate which will not 
mpair the effectiveness of the project as an irrigation enterprise. It can be 

ncluded that if two-thirds of the firm power is disposed of at a rate which 
will net the Bureau less than the estimated amount needed to repay the Govern 

ent, then the proposed repayment schedule has been definitely jeopard.zed 
\s power income is dissipated water rates must of necessity be affected. 

5. The Bureau reported to Congress in 1947 that 4.6 mills per kilowatt-hour 
vas a reasonable figure to assume as the value of CVP power. The report 
vhich established the feasibility of the CVP stated, “it is reasonable to assume 
that the 4.6 mill rate can be maintained as an average for the 50-year period 
vithin which allocated costs will be repaid with 3 percent interest.” 

According to the 1946 report of the Secretary of the Interior, a net revenue 


of $3,550,000 will be required in 1952 to pay the interest and the amort zed 


ayment on the principal obligation of the CVP. The loss in income as a result 
f selling power to 10 percent of the power users at giveaway rates has been 


estimated at $1,500,000 per year. The net income therefore available for prine 


pal and interest payments would approximate $2,000,000. This amount is in 
sufficient to pay the interest on the 1946 estimated cost of the CVP power facilities 
Obviously no principal payments can be made so long as this condition prevails 
nd Bureau operation in perpetuity could well be the ultimate result 

6. Power sold to the P. G. & E, at Tracy will bring the Bureau under normal 
onditions approximately 5 mills per kilowatt-hour. The Bureau of Reclama 

on was paid $9,930,000 in 1951 for power purchased by the utility 

Che loss of income to the Bureau as a result of selling this power at 3.5 mills 
er kilowatt rather than the 5 mills is obvious. While the contract rate to the 
preference customers approximates 4.5 mills the Bureau pays the 1-mill wheeling 

arge to the P. G. & E., making the net return to the Bureau 3.5 mills per 

owatt-hour. The 4.6-mill Power rate necessary to liquidate the cost of the 
oject was set by the Bureau in 1946 when the estimated cost was $384 million 

The estimated cost of the CVP as set out in the last appropriation reqvest to 
the Congress approximated $580 million—an increase of $200 million. Why is 
the Bureau willing to net only 3.5 mills in 1952 after the project costs have 
ncreased to such an extent that even the 4.5 rate estimated in 1946 would not 
iquidate the project? 

7. Power development costs are increasing. The development of either hydro 
or steam power by Federal, State, or private agencies will involve costs which 
vill conservatively approximate 7 mills per kilowatt-hour and in some instances 

ll exceed this figure. The initial cost of power is but a relatively small per 
centage of, the delivered cost. In view of this situation the tendency is toward 

gher rather than lower. power rates. How, then, can the Bureau justify 
educing its power rates below those estimated to be necessary in 104357 

Ss. This overall problem might very well be the subject of a congressional 
investigation. The water problems committee of the State legislature might 
see fit to examine the facts in the situation and determine the impact of the 
ower policy on the water users in the CVP. Public officials concerned wit! 
the water program in the State should give serious attention to this matter 
for the possibility of State purchase of the OVP will be definitely jeopardized if 
he Bureau's program is carried out. 

9. Should it be necessary, it might be desirable to consider what legal steps 

in and should be taken to protect the interests of the water users of the project 


Mr, Puiuips. When Congress authorized the Central Valley proj 
t, Mr. Chairman, it specified that power should be sold in such a way 
is to assist financially the water users. Very recently the Bureau of 
Reclamation announced negotiations were under way with the Sacra 
nento Municipal Utility District, with Los Angeles, and other public 
agencies, for the sale of large blocks of Central Valley project power 
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Because of the announced rates we feel that those are so low that the 
power is actually being sold at a loss. If that is not the fact, certainly 
for the term of the contract, which is 40 years, there is no possibility 
in the world of the State of California discussing with you successfull) 
the possibility of taking over the project, should that be of interest to 
this Congress. 

Mr. Norrevw. Is it not true that power in the Central Valley Au- 
thority should have played the same part in repaying the water cost 
in the reclamation project that power ought to play in paying or 
repaying the flood-control cost in a flood-control project ? 

Mr. Puturres. Yes. 

Mr. Norreii. The principle is the same. 

Please let me repeat that I am just giving you information which 
comes to us and disturbs us all over the State ; ‘that the power is actually 
being sold to this Sacramento district at about 5 mills loss, 

If I may, I will file this statement with you, so that you will know 
what the discussion is about, and ask you, if you possibly can, to 
instigate an investigation of that; and, in the meantime, to see if it is 
desirable to hold up action on this contract until you have had the 
investigation. My subcommittee is attempting to hold up a contract 
on the TVA until we have had time to investigate. 

Mr. Jensen. Let meask you one question. Has the contract between 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the city of Sacramento been negoti 
ated? Has it been signed ? 

Mr. Purturps. The letter to me does not have a date, but it was 
around October or November, and it says, “It is being negotiated.” | 
know that it does not go into effect for at least a year or more, so the 
presumption is it is still in the process of negotiation. It may have 
been signed. If signed, would it have to come back here for approval 
of the Congress? I doubt it. 

Mr. Jensen. No; not under the present rules and regulations, | 
would say. 

Mr. Puimuups. Actually, Mr. Chairman, I cannot answer your 
question. 

Mr. Jensen. Iam not an attorney. As you know, Mr. Norrell is an 
attorney, and at this time I am going to ask Mr. Norrell if he will 
look into this thing thoroughly ‘and handle this matter, because I 
know he will do a good job. He knows matters of this nature. 

Mr. Putuirs. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am going to suggest on the record a small comment by the writer 
of the letter, but I will abbreviate it. He thinks we should be very 
careful to see that in answering your questions the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion is clear in respect to absorbing wheeling charges and interest 
components, and he also thinks it might be well to go back to the 

authorizing act, which was section 2 of the 1937 River and Harbor 
Act, authorizing the Central Valley project, to see just what its au 
thority was on the point which Mr. Norrell already mentioned. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Puinurrs. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Phillips. 

Mr. Norreti. I might state here that I am reading from the Salinas 
Californian; under date of Tuesday, January 20, 1953, the second 
paragraph of which states: 
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This contract entered into in undue haste and not to take effect until July 1, 
154, permits delivery for a 40-year period. 

So the contract will not take effect until that date; but I think 
your suggestion is good and it ought to be looked into. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Which we will do. 

Mr. Puiitrs. Thank you very much. 


Tvuespay. Marcu 24, 1953. 


ALAsSK\ Roap CoMMISSION 


WITNESS 


BURT L. KNOWLES, CHIEF ENGINEER, THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL 
CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA, INC. 


Mr. Jensen. We have before us at this time Mr. B. L. Knowles, of 
the Associated General Contractors of America, Inc. 

Mr. Know.es. I am chief engineer of the organization, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have some things you want to tell the 
committee / 

Mr. Knowtes. Yes. I will be very brief, Mr. Chairman. 

You will recall about a year ago when you were considering appro 
priations for Alaska I eee in protest against the amount of 
money which was being spent by the Alaska Road Commission on 
force account construction, which was more than 50 percent at that 
time, as near as we could tell. 

That was cut down to 20 percent, as you will remember, in the bill, 
at our request, and that request was made and the 20 percent was 
the amount agreed upon by conference with Colonel Noyes, who was 
then commissioner of highways of Alaska. 

I am convinced, in my own mind, that if Colonel Noyes were still 
there I would not be here talking to you today, because I think his 
thought about the amount of force-account work that they should 
do was right. I think he was willing to have it corrected, but he is 
no longer there. 

Now, I cannot swear in court as to how much work is being done 
now, but we feel certain, depending upon the testimony—and the 
information that I am giving you, by the way, comes from our con- 
tractors in Alaska who have been doing this work—that the work is 
exceeding the 20 percent by a considerable amount. 

Of course, we have no access to the figures and cannot prove it, 
but we have a pretty good idea about it. 

Now, when our contractors protest to the engineers and awarding 
authorities in Alaska they point to the amount of equipment which 
they have. They say they have to have this enormous amount of 
construction equipment to meet any emergencies that might arise, 
and then they attempt to justify their performanc e of contracts that 
should be and could be very readily awarded on a competitive-contract 
basis, they attempt to justify that with the claim that having this 
equipment they ought to use it. 

Now, there are two things wrong with that, Mr. Chairman. In 
the first place, they have a great deal more equipment than they need 
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to perform the work which they ought to do within this 20-percent 
limit. In the second place, we do not see that it is a justification to 
upset the economy in Alaska and to deny the contractors the work 
up there for which they are amply equipped for the sake of using that 
equipment. 

Qur fire departments are very well equipped with expensive equip 
ment, but we do not seek confiagrations or make conflagrations for 
the privilege of using that equipment. That is not a justification for it 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I testified a year ago that we had a chapter of 
36 contractors, and that chapter has grown so that we now have a 
chapter of 50 contractors, small and large. Some of the largest in the 
country operate in Alaska. A very extensive defense construction 
program has attracted them, and a good deal of that defense con 
struction is now being completed. 

This road construction for which you are making appropriations 
will provide a very good market for many of those contractors. I 
have in mind a statement, Mr. Chairman, that you made, and it gives 
me great pleasure to say that your judgment a year ago was right 
and mine was wrong, because you said: 


It is difficult for me to understand why they should have over 12-percent leeway 


I think you were right. I feel that they are taking advantage of the 
situation and using this equipment which they do not need to have. 
If they had an emergency, requiring the use of heavy construction 
equipment, our contractors in Alaska have an abundance of it. They 
are perfectly willing to make it available. It has been demonstrated 
all over the country, in flood-relief work and in the blizzards out in 
the Middle West. Our contractors turned their equipment over to 
the Corps of Engineers and it was used with ve ry good results. We 
are perfectly willing and able to do that in Alaska. 

We think that they have much more equipment than they need. 

Now last year there was an abundance of competition on the proj 
ects that were up for bids. There was plenty of it. There is no pos- 
sibility of there being a dearth of competition in the days to come. 
We feel that the contractors are well equipped and perfectly willing 
and capable of bidding, and I am sure I do not need to argue the 
economy of contract construction by the competitive system to you 
gentlemen, because you know the story. 

You have seen this pamphlet. I will, leave these for any members 
of the committee who desire them. I left some of those pamphlets 
with you before. That is the testimony of men who know. The Bu- 
reau of Public Roads is very much opposed to force account construc- 
tion, and the Corps of Engineers. 

You have placed a limit of 12 percent upon the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. That sores iction has had a very salutary effect, I am proud and 
happy tosay. We would like to see this made 12 percent now, because 
we think it would keep these men more in line with the principle of 
free enterprise. 

Mr. Jensen. Can you tell the committee how many bids on an 
average were submitted on the contracts which were let in Alaska? 

Mr. Know rs. Yes, I can. I have that figure here, which I got 
from the Bureau of Public Roads just the other day. The average 
number of bids was 314. 

Mr. Jensen. On all contracts let in Alaska? 

Mr. Know tes. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Jensen. For Government contracts ¢ 

Mr. Know ues. Yes, road contracts. 

Mr. Jensen. That is about the average number of contract bids on 
private and Federal contracts here on the mainland. 
~ Mr. Knowxes. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. There was a time a number of years ago when there 
were only a few good, reliable, responsible contractors in Alaska. 

Mr. Know tes. That istrue. 

Mr. Jensen. Now there are many, as you have just stated. 

Mr. Knowxies. Many. Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, there are many 
more in Washington and Oregon who are ready to ship their equipment 
and work in Alaska: and some of them do bid on Alaskan work now, 
although they do not maintain any offices there. 

Mr. JENSEN. But they do have their equipment there and they are 
ready and willing, and do bid on contracts, and do get contracts ¢ 

Mr. Know ies. That is correct. 

There is one more thing I would like to say about this, Mr. Chair- 
man. I offered as an excuse for making the concession to Colonel 
Noyes the argument that he advanced, that it was difficult for con 
tractors to bid on some of this work, on the construction of exploration 
roads and primitive work when they make a survey. That is no longer 
true, because our contractors have handled much more difficult prob- 
lems than that in Alaska. 

The limitations prescribed by Colonel Noyes are no longer effective. 
We can do the job, and we think 12 percent is all the leeway they ought 
to have. 

Mr. Jensen. I agree with you. Colonel Noyes was a great highway 
engineer. He certainly built roads in Alaska at a very reasonable 
price. { was amazed when I went up there to learn that he was build- 
ing comparable roads in Alaska for about the same price as we were 
paying for them here on the mainland. 

Mr. Know es. That is true. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you very much, Mr. Knowles. 

Mr. Know tes. I thank you for the privilege of giving you my story. 

Mr. Jensen. Also, I must add that the new engineer was before the 
committee, whose name is Ghiglione. 

Mr. Know tes. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Both last year and this year. I must say we were im- 
pressed by the man. He seems to be very sincere and very able. 

Mr. Know es. Yes. I would not question that a minute. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you very much. 


CENTRAL VALLEY Progecr, CALIFORNIA 
WITNESSES 


JAMES B. BLACK, PRESIDENT, PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC CO. 

ROBERT H. GERDES, GENERAL COUNSEL, PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC 
co. 

JOHN F. BONER, CIVIL ENGINEER, PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC CO. 

HERMAN C. KRUSE, PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC CO. 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. You may pro- 


ceed, Mr. Black. 
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Mr. Brack. My name is James B. Black. I am president of the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., and with me are Mr. Gerdes, general coun- 
sel; Mr. Bonner, civil engineer; and Mr. Kruse. We are appearing 
in connection with the appropriation requested for the Central Valley 
project in California by the Reclamation Bureau. We have prepared 
a short statement, and, if it is agreeable to you, Mr. Gerdes will read 
it, and then we will all answer any questions the committee may have. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. I want to say before Mr. Gerdes proceeds that 
we are happy to have you before us this morning, Mr. Black, with 
your staff. Your appearance has become an annual affair. We are 
always glad to have the testimony of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
We learned long ago that you gave us facts we could depend upon, 
and I am sure I bespeak the feeling of every member of this committee 
when I say that we do appreciate that kind of testimony, because we 
know we can depe nd on it. 

Mr. Buack. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That is very gratifying. 
I appreciate the privilege of appearing before the committee. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Gerdes. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Gerpes. Mr. Chairman, my full name is Robert H. Gerdes. I 
am general counsel of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. We have a pre- 
pared statement which I believe has been submitted to each of you, 
and I shall endeavor to cover that as quickly as I can. 

The Bureau of Reclamation is making four requests for funds for 
the Central Valley project for the fiscal year 1954 which are excessive 
and unnecessary. These requests aggregate nearly $583,000, and if 
allowed would lead to the wasteful expenditure of more than a million 
dollars. 


The four items, which we propose to discuss in detail later, are: 


Folsom transmission facilities, 230 kilovolts : : * $232, 686 
Tracy switchyard Se ibs ‘ ‘ as¥Ba 70, 000 


Tracy-Contra Costa-Clayton- Yen: cio ‘transmission line and substa- 
tions, 69 kilovolts 


ae . 60, 000 
Preference customer metering facilities__ 


a 20, 119 


Mr. Chairman, these items have been indicated on the map which 
is before you. Do each of you have the map which we have submitted ? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Gerpes. There are shown in red the facilities which are in 
question this year. The Folsom 230-kilovolt connection is shown in 
red approximately in the middle of the map. The Tracy switchyard 
is indicated somewhat below that. The Camp Stoneman substation 
is also indicated. 

Mr. Jensen. By the way, the Camp Stoneman substation, $60,000, 
has been already deleted by the Interior Department. 

Mr. Gerves. Is that so? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. So it will not be necessary: for you to speak on 
that. 

Mr. Gerves. Then in making our presentation we will omit that 
when we come to it. 

We also desire to direct the attention of the committee to the fact 
that, although requests for funds are not now made, the Bureau’s 


! Difference between request of $656,686 and amount required to complete facilities. 
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justification of estimates continues to include proposed future expendi- 
tures for five other power items never authorized by Congress. If 
allowed, these items would result eventually in expenditures amount- 
ng to $115 million, and to the establishment of an unnecessary com- 
inercial power system. These five items are as follows: 

Delta steam plant and switchyard 2a bb. ae $55, 969, 000 
Sacramento canals unit power plant (Mooney Island) swite hyard 


and transmission line 11, 494, 000 
Sacramento area transmission lines and subst: itions ‘ 11, 043, 000 
Central Valley project-Bonneville Power Administration intercon- 

nection, 230 kilovolts iitmaras - 5, 900, 000 


rransmission-line additions bal ‘ : 30, 412, 000 


Since 1940, the Bureau repeatedly has requested Congress to 
appropriate funds for the construction of a commercial power system 
for the Central Valley project, consisting of a steam plant, switch- 
yards, and an extensive transmission system. 

We have appeared many times before congressional committees 
including, of course, this committee—and have consistently opposed 
this duplicating system. The area in which Central V — power 
would be used is already completely served, principally by Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co. We have maintained that the additional trans- 
mission and steam generating facilities proposed by the Bureau are 
uneconomic and wasteful of public funds; and that there is no valid 
justification for the Bureau to establish a tax-free competitive power 
system in the company’s service are: 

Congress many times has denied requests for commercial power 
facilities and has limited the Bureau to the construction of main trans 
mission lines between hydroelectric plants and the project pumps. 

The company has provided a market for Central Valley power 
since it was first generated in 1944. In 1951, at the urging of Congress, 
we executed 2 10-year contracts with the Bureau, 1, a transmission 
and exchange or wheeling-service contract, the other, a sale and inter- 
change contract: and I may add, Mr. Chairman, that we have pre- 
viously filed copies of these contracts with the committee. 

The wheeling-service contract allows the Bureau to utilize our 
widespread regional transmission and distribution network to supply 
power to Bureau customers in the Central Valley area. The company 
accepts delivery of project power at Tracy and delivers for the Bureau 
al equivalent amount of power to Federal establishments and to 
customers claiming preference under reclamation law. For this serv- 

e the company receives 1 mill per kilowatt-hour for power delivered 
at transmission voltage. Additional charges are made for delivery 
at lower distribution voltages. I may also mention that the map 
which we have presented to you shows generally the area in which we 
lave agreed to render this so-called wheeling service. 

At the present time the company is providing wheeling service to 
\7 customers of the Bureau, with an aggregate maximum demand of 
about 45,000 kilowatts. All formerly were customers of the company 
except two new Government establishments. 

The sale and interchange contract provides for sale to the company 
of such project power as the Bureau does not need for project pur- 
poses, or for service under the wheeling-service contract, or to supply 
loads which may be served directly by the Bureau. This contract 
provides for the‘integrated operation of the project and the company 
system so as best to meet the combined load requirements of both 
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parties and for mutual standby in emergencies. It also obligates the 
company to make up certain deficiencies which may occur in the out- 
put of project plants. The company pays for dependable power the 
Bureau’s standard “postage stamp” rate, the same rate charged pre- 
ferred customers. I may add there that the actual net revenue real- 
ized by the Bureau is less under the sale to the preferred customers 
than if the power is sold to the company at Tracy switchyard. 

It has been our hope that, with the execution of these cooperative 
agreements, the Bureau would cease to make requests for unnecessary 
transmission facilities and would discontinue the practice of includ- 
ing in its justifications unauthorized commercial power facilities. 
However, the justification now before this committee contains the 
$585,000 in unnecessary expenditures to which we have referred and 
carries forward facilities which the Bureau deems necessary for the 
establishment of a commercial power system and which would eventu- 
ally cost $115,000,000. The Bureau’s plan would defeat the purpose 
of the cooperative contracts executed with the company and urged 
at various times by congressional committees. 


REQUEST FOR FOLSOM TRANSMISSION FACILITIES 


In the pending bill the four requests made for specific appropria- 
tions, aggregating $583,000, should be denied. To begin with, the 
requested $656,686 for the 230-kilovolt Folsom transmission facilities 
should be reduced by $232,686. 

According to Bureau estimates the total cost of this line and con- 
necting switches is $1,880,009. Congress already has appropriated 
$1,456,000 for Folsom transmission facilities—$500,000 in fiscal year 
1952 and $956,000 in fiscal year 1953. All that is needed now to com- 
plete these facilities is $424,000. 

At the Folsom switchyard, which is being financed under a blanket 
feature called Folsom power facilities, the Bureau is proceeding with 
the installation of 115-kilovolt equipment to receive power from the 
nearby Nimbus power plant, now being constructed as part of the 
project. Congress never has been advised of the Bureau’s plan for 
transmitting Nimbus power. No request ever has been presented for 
funds to construct a transmission line or switchyard facilities for 
this purpose. If the Bureau desires funds for such facilities it should 
specifically request them and not include them in a general blanket 
item. 

We urge that, in addition to reducing the amount for the Folsom 
transmission facilities to $424,000, the blanket item “Folsom power 
facilities” be carefully scrutinized to ascertain what facilities are 
included. 

UNNECESSARY TRACY SWITCHYARD ADDITIONS 


The Bureau asks for an appropriation of $70,000 for additional 
construction at Tracy switchyard, which is already operating at full 
capacity. 

Last year the Bureau let contracts for the installation of 115 and 
69-kilovolt commercial power outlets at Tracy switchyard to connect 
with nonexistent and unauthorized transmission lines which, if con- 
structed, would duplicate service already provided under the wheeling- 
service contract. 
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However, in its conference committee report on the 1953 bill, 
Congress directed that the 115- and 69-kilovolt equapenent be removed 
and limited construction at the Tracy switchyard to 230-kilovolts only. 

Our latest information is that although work was halted, some of 
the 115- and 69-kilovolt equipment has not yet been removed. 

We urge the denial of the request for $70,000 and ask that the 
directive in last year’s report be carried out and that all unauthorized 
equipment be re ‘moved. 

The next item, Mr. Chairman, deals with that Camp Stoneman sub 
station which you have asked me to pass over. 


PREFERENCE CUSTOMER METERING FACILITIES 


A new item in the 1954 justification is a request for $220,119 for 

“Preference customer metering facilities.” Although no funds ever 
have been requested or appropriated for this purpose, the justification 
shows that $168,991 will have been expended by the end of the current 
fiscal year. This amount apparently is being supplied from funds 
appropriated for other purposes. 

Power supplied under the wheeling contract is metered by company 
equipment, rented or sold to the Bureau, or by new metering equip 
ment provided by the Bureau. The actual value of our metering 
equipment for the 17 preference customers taken over by the Bureau 
would not exceed $60,000. 

We have agreed to sell part of this metering equipment to the 
sureau at its appraised value of $25,000, leaving existing equipment 
valued at $35,000 to be replaced by the Bureau with new equipment. 
Funds already allocated by the Bureau are more than adequate to 
do this. 

There is no necessity for the Bureau’s request for $220,119 more to 
meter the 17 existing or any anticipated customers. The wheeling 
contract provides that the Bureau may rent for a period of 1 year 
existing metering equipment from the company at a nominal charge. 
We are prepared to extend this rental period for the entire term of 
the wheeling contract. 

The $220,119 requested should be denied. 


UNAUTHORIZED COMMERCIAL POWER FEATURES 


As we have already pointed out, the Bureau’s justification shows 
contemplated expenditures of nearly $115 million for unneeded and 
unauthorized commercial power features. These are in addition to 
the unnecessary expenditure of more than $1 million involved in the 
four items requested for the fiscal year 1954. 

We wish to emphasize again that Congress has not authorized 
the Delta steam plant and switchyard, (2) the Mooney Island power- 
plant, switchyard and transmission line, (3) the Sacramento area 
transmission lines and substations, (4) the CVP-BPA interconnect- 
ing transmission line, or (5) any “transmission line additions.” 

The Delta steam plant was first included as part of the project when 
the Bureau inserted it in its justification for a supplemental estimate 
in the 1942 Interior appropriation bill. This was purely an admin- 
istrative action. 

The steam plant was not included in the Secretary of the x on yh . 
Finding of Feasibility Re sport of 1935. Neither was it included 1 
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the act of 1937, which gave congressional approval to the project, 
nor in any subsequent project authorizations. And we might add 
that there is no general authority under the reclamation law for con- 
struction of steam plants on rec lamation projects. 

The Mooney Island powerplant, switchyard, and lines, which would 
cost $11,494,000, and the Sacramento area lines and substations, esti- 
mated at $11,043,000, appear this year for the first time as “authorized” 
components of the project. When the Sacramento Valley canals were 
added to the project by the act of September 26, 950, the Mooney 
Island facilities were not included. In fact the Secretary’s report 
to Congress on the Sacramento canals specifically eliminated such 
facilities. 

The facilities entitled “Sacramento Area Transmission Lines and 
Substations” are merely a new name for the proposed Elverta switch 
yard and related facilities, which I am sure this committee recalls by 
that name, for which funds have been denied five times by Congress. 
With wheeling service available from the company’s system, there is no 
need for the construction of additional facilities in the vicinity of 
Sacramento. 

The Central Valley-Bonneville 230-kilovolt interconnecting trans- 
mission line is another feature carried in the Bureau's justification 
which never has been authorized by Congress. In fact in its report on 
the 1951 Interior bill, despite the fact that no funds were then re- 
quested, this committee said : 

This line is not to be considered as authorized and no expenditure of funds 
should be made in fiscal 1951 from any appropriation available to the Bureau 
for reconnaissance, preliminary survey, design or any other work in connec- 
tion with this proposed line. 

Unspecified transmission-line additions, estimated to cost $30,412,- 
000 have been carried in the justifications without legislative authority 
we many years. Here, as with the steam plant, the Bureau is attempt- 

ag to obtain authorization by repetition. These unauthorized lines 
first appeared in the justification for the 1944 bill. The estimated cost 
has varied in the annual presentations to Congress from a low of 
$1.450.000 to as much as $35,686,000. 

The five items we have just described, which ultimately would cost 
$115 million, should be eliminated. 


COMPANY POSTWAR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


As we have reported to this committee from time to time, our com- 
pany is engaged in the largest construction program of any electric 
and gas utility in the country. We started this program as soon as 
wartime controls were removed and recently passed the billion-dollar- 
expenditure mark for new plant. By 1955 our investment in new con- 
struction since the end of World War IT will approximate $1.4 billion. 
This capital is being supplied from the savings of private investors 
and creates wealth which is and will be taxed by local, State, and 
Federal Government. Our taxes accrued for 1952 amount to $78,986,- 
000, of which $40,237,669 went to the Federal Government. Taxes 
charged to operation represented 23.4 percent of our gross operating 
revenue. Thev exceeded wages and salaries paid to all our operating 
employees by $26,636,000. More than that, taxes exceeded by $32,810,- 
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000 the dividends paid for the year 1952 to our 198,300 stockholders, 
who own the business. 

Postwar additions in new hydro and steam generating capacity 
made in the 10-year period ending in 1955 will amount to ne: arly 3 
million kilowatts—1,687,000 kilowatts already in operation and 1,273,- 
Q00 under construction. 

Looking beyond 1955, the Federal Power Commission has author 
ized the issuance of a license to us for the development of 240,000 kilo- 
watts in 4 hydro plants on the Kings River. Our plans for this de- 
velopment have been delayed by litigation, the former Secretary of the 
fnterior having petitioned the United States Court of Appeals for a 
review of the order of the Federal Power Commission. The Secretary 
challenged the authority of the Commission to issue the license. 

We also have made application to the Federal Power Commission 
for licenses to construct 5 new hydro plants on the Pit and Feather 
Rivers, with an aggregate capacity of 424,000 kilowatts. These 9 
hydro plants will add 664,000 kilowatts to our resources, 

We are constantly working on plans for additional powerplants and 
intend not only to build ahead of the rapid normal growth in our 
area but to be prepared to meet defense loads which may come on our 
system. 

In conclusion, we respectfully urge this committee to deny the 4 
requests in this bill totaling $583,000, which would lead eventually 
to an expenditure of more than $1 million; and to take whatever action 
that may be required to eliminate from the Bureau’s justification of 
estimates the facilities proposed by the Bureau to set up a competing 
commercial power system in northern and central California, at an 
additional cost to the Government of $115 million. 


PROVISION RESTRICTING BUREAU LINES 


Mr. Chairman, in the Interior Department Appropriations Acts 
for the past 2 years, the Congress has included a provision restricting 
construction of transmission facilities by the Bureau of Reclamation 
where service is available under wheeling-service contracts. 

We understand that the Bureau of Reclamation is asking that the 
provision.be eliminated from this year’s bill. 

The policy expressed in this provision is in accord with the intent 
of Congress, when utilities, including Pacific Gas & Electric Co.. 
were urged to enter into wheeling-service contracts. 

We believe that there ould be no reasonable objection to requir ing 
the Bureau to use whee ling service contracts where they are available. 
Therefore, we think that the provision included in the acts of the last 
2 years will insure that the policy of Congress be carried out. Ac- 
cordingly, we request that it be continued in this year’s bill. 

Mr. JENSEN. Does that complete your statement ¢ 

Mr. Gerves. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


FOLSOM TRANSMISSION FACILITIES, 230-KILOVOLT 


Mr. Jensen. Let us take the first item in your statement, Folsom 
Tranamission Facilities, 230-kilovolt, $232,686. This line runs from 














Folsom Dam to the east-side line that runs from Shasta Dam to Tracy ; 
is that right ? 

Mr. Gerves. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. You are buying at the present time all the power out- 
put from Shasta Dam, are you not? 

Mr. Gerpes. We are buying it all except that power which the 
Bureau either serves directly or to customers through our wheeling 
service contract. 


BUREAU CUSTOMERS SERVED DIBECTLY 


Mr. Jensen. How many customers does the Central Valley project 
have which the “v serve directly ? ¢ 

Mr. Gerpes. I believe there are three customers that they serve 
directly. 

Mr. Jensen. But you wheel that power? 

Mr. Gerpes. No. 

Mr. Jensen. You do not wheel that power ? 

Mr. Gerves. No. One of those customers is the Naval Ammunition 
Depot at Port Chicago. Last year the Navy Department constructed 
a substation there to connect to the Trac y-Contra Costa-Clayton- 
Yenacio transmission system, and since that time they have been tak- 
ing service directly. There are two customers near Shasta Dam, the 
Bureau of Mines and the Shasta Dam Public Utility District, which 
ire served directly. 

Mr. Jensen. They are Federal installations ¢ 

Mr. Gerpes. The Bureau of Mines and Port Chicago are Federal 
installations. The other is a public utility district organized under 
California law. 

Mr. Jensen. Funds have previously been appropriated for research, 
investigations, and planning for this line from Folsom Dam to the 
east-side transmission line. Is that a fact? 


CONSTRUCTION TO DATE 


Mr. Gerves. Yes; construction funds have also been appropriated. 
We state the amounts on page 5 of our statement. 

Mr. Jensen. No construction has been started ? 

Mr. Gerves. I understand that they have put in some tower foot- 
ings. Is that correct, Mr. Bonner? 

Mr. Bonner. That is right, the footings for the total 20-mile length 
of line are completed. Also, tower steel is being fabricated under a 
contract. : 

Mr. Jensen. In the 1953 budget Congress appropriated $962,000 for 
Folsom transmission facilities, 230 kilovolt, a distance of 20 miles, 
from Folsom Dam to the east-side line. I remember when you testi- 
fied — year that your testimony was the same as this year. You said 
there was no need for the Federal Government to build that line, that 
you were willing and ready to build it yourself. . Is that a fact? 

Mr. Gerpes. I think 2 years ago we testified to that effect. 

Mr. Jensen. Two years ago? 

Mr. Gerves. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. We have, of course, on many occasions, appropriated 
money to tie dams together, as you well know. There is always a 
question in a matter of this nature whether or not the Congress is 
justified in tying the Federal hydro facilities together into one grid 
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system. We do not want to spend money thav we do not have to 
spend, of course. 
= us again, in your own words, briefly, just why you think 
» should not spend this money out of the poe kets of the ti ixXpayers 
for the building of this line. 


PURCHASE AND OPERATION OF FACILITIES 


Mr. Gerves. I would say, briefly, it is unnecessary, particularly 
under the wheeling and the sales and interchange contracts that we 
have made with the Government. The Pacific Gas & Electric Co, stated 

years ago that it was prepared to construct all facilities needed to 
market that power. 

Mr. JENSEN. In the event that the ¢ ‘ongress sees fit to deny this item 
the budget of $232,686 for this line, would the Pacific Gas & Ele 
rict Co. then agree to pay the amount that the Central Valley project 
has already expended for installations that they have constructed, such 

is the foundations which you are speaking about 

Mr. Buack. Yes; we would take over those facilities if that is the 
vish of Congress. We would accept delivery from the Folsom and 
Nimbus plants, integrate them with our system, and provide delivery 
under the terms of our wheeling and purchase contracts. 

Mr. Jensen. And in the event the Government already has some 
equipment and material bought, cables and so forth, you would pur 
chase that at the regular market price ¢ 

Mr. Buackx. Market price today. 

Mr. Jensen. Does any member have any questions on that? 

Mr. Fenron. As I remember the testimony Mr. Black gave in an 
swer to my questions a couple years ago on that very question, the 
necessity for further transmission facilities from Folsom Dam to the 
East Side, he stated at that time they were prepared to do that work 
themselves. I do not recall, Mr. Black, whether you said you already 
had existing lines there ¢ 

Mr. Buack. Yes; we have two lines that run past the power plants. 
We could integrate those plants into our system. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the voltage you have / 

Mr. Brack. 110,000-volt lines in that vicinity. This proposed Bu 
reau line is 230 kilovolts. 

Mr. Jensen. You guarantee and you promise you are ready and 
willing and able—we know you are very able to do it, but are you 
willing—to build the necessary heavy line in addition to what you have 
already got to transmit that power from Folsom Dam to the East Side 
line? 

Mr. Buack. We are willing to build all of the lines necessary for the 
transmission of Folsom power. 

Mr. Fenton. I recall that very definitely. I think I referred to it 
in the testimony to somebody here the last day or so. 


PREVIOUS OPPOSITION TO APPROPRIATION 


Mr. Kirwan. You opposed this 2 years ago? 

Mr. Buack. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. Why did not you oppose it last year? 

Mr. Buackx. Congress had already appropriated money to con 
struct it. 
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Mr. Kirwan. But you did not oppose it during the hearings last 
year. You say it was 2 years ago you opposed it? 

Mr. Buack. Yes. 

Mr. Kirwan. Was it 2 years ago we appropriated the money ? 

Mr. Brack. The first appropriation. 

Mr. JensEN. For construction. 

Mr. Brack. That is right. 

Mr. Kirwan. Did you oppose it last year? 

Mr. Buack. It was started last year 

Mr. Kirwan. I understand. It i. pretty well completed now. 
Why oppose it now? 

Mr. Biack. We are stating our position, in response to the chair- 
man’s questions, as to what we are willing to do. 

Mr. Kirwan. I understand that, but you did not oppose it last 
year. 


COST OF LINE 


Mr. Gerves. The prepared statement that I presented here did “i 
oppose the line. What it points out is that the Bureau is this yea 
asking for more money than appears to be needed. The Bureau ‘ati 
mates that $1,880,000 is the cost of the line. In the last 2 years Con- 
gress has appropriated $1,456,000, so that leaves only $424, 000 needed 
to complete it, according to the Bureau’s own figures. Yet this year 
they are asking for $656,686. It was in response to questions of the 
chairman that we expressed a willingness 

Mr. Kirwan (interposing). I understand that. I am not saying 
now that you proposed taking this over. Now, you say they have 
already spent what they said it was going to cost except for $300,000 
or $400,000, so that funds can be deducted from the request made now, 
is that it ¢ 

Mr. Gerves. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kirwan. What if the cost of material or labor goes up in the 
meantime / 

Mr. Gerpes. As I understand it, the Bureau’s justification itself 
states that it will only cost $1,880,000. They presumably reviewed 
that recently and presented that figure as their estimated cost. under 
present conditions. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am not in favor of going beyond what they stated 
it would cost to build that line; I am not for going beyond that at. all, 
and I agree with you there. If the cost of m: aterial has not gone up, 
and if the cost of labor has not gone up, I do not see why they want 
to put any more money into it than is needed or necessary to build that 
line, but it was the thought of this committee that they were going to 
build the line, and they started. So, as a result of the committee’s 
action, they were to build it, but I am not in favor of them going 
beyond what they said it was going to cost to build it. 

Mr. Gerprs. Mr. Kirwan, there has been another factor that has 
entered into this matter. According to recent press reports it has 
been disclosed that there is a fault underneath the dam at Folsom 
which is being constructed by the Army engineers. The fault was 
revealed after the dam site was flooded in January when high water 
on the American River overtopped the cofferdam protecting the 
dam site. According to the news reports, the correction of that 
condition may involve at least a year’s delay. We do not know that, 
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but that is reported in the papers. If the dam is to be delayed until 
1955 or 1956, there would appear to be no need to go ahead on the 
scheduled completion of the transmission line in 1% 54. 


CONSTRUCTION TIMING 


Mr. Kirwan. If the Government wants to build them, they might 
as well go ahead and build them. The dam will be there. 

Now, that was one of the things that cost us so much money in the 
Central Valley. Had they gone on and spent the money to complete 
it, and not continued to drag it out and drag it out down over the 
vears when the prices doubled—and I mean doubled—it would not 
have cost the Government so much money. When I first came to 
Congress, had they spent the necessary money and gone ahead with 
it the situation woul | have been much better. When they came in 
and asked for $30 million we cut them to $15 million. Meanwhile the 
price of material doubled, and down through the years it almost 
doubled the cost of —e that dam. 

Now, when the P. G. & E. starts out to build a dam they go ahead 
and build it. They know what they are going to build, and they go 
ahead and build it, and that is why they are able to construct a dam. 
But when you have somebody that will not let them go ahead with it 
and next year labor has gone up, and material has gone up, it is bound 
to be more expensive when constructed by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Gerpres. We would not. I think, complete the construction of 
transmission lines a year or a year and a half ahead of the time : 
powerplant is to be brought in. 

Mr. Krrwan. You just said that they just discovered that fault 
When they came in for the transmission line, that was not stated a 
year ago. 

Mr. Gerpves. Yes, sir: that is right. 

Mr. Kirwan. That emergency just comes up now. 

Mr. Gerves. Yes: it has ‘only been discovered following the recent 
winter floods. 

Mr. Kirwan. That has no bearing on the line. The line can go 
ahead in there. 

Mr. Buackx. I think Mr. Gerdes is suggesting that there is an 
opportunity to defer the expenditure of money this year. 

Mr. Kirwan. You can take the record of the Central Valley project 
since it was authorized, and the first appropriation was made by the 
committee—and I have been on this committee, along with Mr. Jensen, 
about 10 years—and every year we cut it = we ‘appropriated less 
than they requested. We were saving money, but the price of material 
doubled in the meantime. We, in reality , wasted money down through 
all of the years during which this project has been under construc- 
tion. Had they gone ahead and built this project in the couple of 
years in which they should have built it, we would have saved money ; 
but each year we have cut the funds and we found that next year the 
cost of material and labor was higher. We did not save any money, 
but we wasted money. It is not because anyone sitting on that side 
of the table wanted to do it, but it cannot be done unless it is au 
thorized. The P. G. & E. starts out to build a dam and they build it. 
They have it all there, and they lay that money in there, and they 
construct it and do a good job of it. 


}0483—53—pt. 4 12 











176 


Mr. Buackx. And we are very, very careful to keep our construction 
program in step. We do not like to build anything before we can 
put it to actual use. 

Mr. Kirwan. Neither do we want to do that. 

Mr. Brack. That, I think, was the only point. 

Mr. Kirwan. And we do not want to do it on this side of the table 
either. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Norrell, do you have any questions on this before 
you get to the problem you want to discuss ? 

Mr. Norrevu. I have just some general questions. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Jensen. I think we have enough information on the Tracy 
Switchyard. 


PREFERENCE-CUSTOMER METERING FACILITIES 


Tell us in a few words just what a preference-customer metering 
facility is? 

Mr. Gerves. Metering facilities are required, of course, because 
power sold to a customer had to be metered so that he can be properly 
billed. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right; I understand that. 

Mr. Grrves. With the exception of two new establishments, all of 
the customers of the Bureau now served under the wheeling contract 
were formerly our customers. 

In all of those cases we had metering equipment installed. The 
total cost of our metering equipment and equipment for the two new 
customers amounts to approxim: ately $60,000. 

The Bureau’s jus stification shows that they have alre ady spent 
$168,991 on metering equipment, although there has been no appropria- 
tion requested or made for that specifically heretofore. This year 
they are asking specifically for another $220,119 for such metering 
equipment. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; all right. 

Now, referring to this metering equipment, can they put that on in 
certain areas and leave it off in other areas? Have they completed 
their metering equipment over a certain area, or does it cover the 
entire system ¢ 

Mr. Grerpes. No; it is only installed right at the location of the 
customer. In some cases they have already put in their own metering 
equipment, and in other cases they are renting metering equipment 
from us. 

We are willing to extend this rental arrangement for the entire term 
of the wheeling contract if it is desired. 

Mr. Jensen. So, the metering equipment is equipment for an indi- 
vidual customer ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. And it does not work in conjunction with anyone else ; 
it is equipment that is installed for a customer who receives a block 
of power and then distributes that power? 

Mr. Gervrs. These are meters which are installed for the individual 
customer. 
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Mr. JENSEN. For the individual customer / 

Mr. Buack. Yes; on his premises. 

Mr. JENSEN. You mean a household customer ¢ 

Mr. Biack. Not a household customer, but preferred cutomers who 
re served under the wheeling contract through our system. We must 
have metering equipment installed on the customer's premises at the 
point of delivery for each one of them. 

Mr. Jensen. When you speak of a customer you speak of one of 
these customers that buys blocks of powse and distributes that power 

Mr. Biack. Well, it might be, or it might be a Federal agency whic h 
vould use the power. Any customer eligible for service under the 

heeling contract must be metered. The delivery of energy and the 
lemand of the customer must be recorded monthly in order that bills 
may be rendered to the customer. 

That equipment was owned by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. The 
sureau is proposing that they purchase new metering equipment to 
replace our equipment whic h was used to meter existing wheeling 
customers, and also to meter future or antic ipated customers, and 
which we, under the wheeling contract, have agreed to rent to the 
Bureau for a year. 

Mr. Jensen. What has happened to this metering equipment that 
the Central Valley has already purchased and installed ‘ 

Mr. Buack. I do not recall where it is installed, but it is probably 
nstalled on the premises of some of the wheeling customers and of 
the customers served directly by the Bureau. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. Here is your dam [indicating], here is 
your transmission line running up here lindicating!, and here are 
your load centers [indicating], and here are your customers [indicat 
ngl, your individual customers. Do they put this metering equip 
ment here [indicating], or out here with the customer 

Mr. Brack. Out there with the customer 

Mr. Jensen. The individual customer ? 

Mr. Buack. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. So they must have an awful lot of metering equip 
ment installed for covering the customers. They have already spent 
what? 

Mr. Gerpes. $168,991. 

Mr. Jensen. Now they are asking for $220,119. They testified that 
this would complete the cost of this equipment. Would this metering 
equipment be duplicating yours? 

Mr. Gerves. No; it would me ‘rely replace the metering equipment 
we had in there. 

In other words, when the Bureau takes over a customer from us 
under the wheeling contract we would remove our metering equip- 
ment, and they would put. theirs in. 

Mr. Buiack. Unless they rent it from us under the provisions of the 
contract. 

Mr. Jensen. They have not taken over so many customers from 
P. G. & E. that they could spend almost $400,000 for metering equip 
ment to put in those customers’ homes. 

Mr. Gerpes. These meters would not be put in homes, but would 
be installed to meter delivery to an agency customer's total load. The 
excessive total cost that you mention is what we wanted to call to the 
attention of the committee. 
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Mr. Jensen. How many customers have they taken over from 
P. G. & E. 

Mr. Gerpes. Seventeen. 

Mr. Jensen. Just individual customers ? 

Mr. Gerpves. Well, we wheel to 13 Federal and 2 State installations, 
and 2 irrigation districts. 

Mr. Jensen. And they distribute power and light in those house 
holds, do they not ¢ 

Mr. Gerpes. They might, on Army bases, for instance. 

Mr. Jensen. Are they installing this metering equipment in places 
where you already have metering equipment ¢ 

Mr. Biack. Yes: we would take ours out. 

Mr. Jensen. What kind of a deal could you make to rent that 
equipment ? 

Mr. Buack. We are already renting our meters to them until they 
get their own. 

Mr. Jensen. They have already installed a number of meters? 

Mr. Biack. Yes; they are metering about 12 of the 17 wheeling 
customers with new meters which they have already purchased, and 
now they are asking for $220,000 more. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

They are asking for $80,890 more for metering equipment. If they 
get it they will spend a half million dollars for metering equipment. 


REDMOND-KLAMATH FALLS LINE IN OREGON 


Now, I have just one more question. Are the P. G. & E. and the 
California-Oregon Power Co. ready and willing to build lines in 
Oregon, or part of the line from Redmond to Klamath Falls? 

Mr. Buack. Mr. Chairman, we have 3 interconnecting lines with 
the California-Oregon Power Co., and the 2 companies are investiga 
ing the possibility of a fourth line. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Brack. We are now prepared, and will be in the future, to 
do our part in building all of the interconnections between the Cali- 
fornia-Oregon Power Co. and our system, which are economically 
justified. 

So far, we have initiated studies but do not yet know whether there 
is a justification for anything beyond the interconnections which al- 
ready exist. 

Mr. Jensen. Where are these interconnections that already exist? 
Here [indicating] is the proposed line from Redmond to Klamath 
Falls. 

Mr. Buack. We have two circuits leading north from our Shasta 
substation which connect our system with the California-Oregon 
l’ower Co. system at Delta. Those circuits are owned by the Cali- 
fornia-Oregon Power Co. from Delta north to. their Fall Creek and 
COPCO plants near the California-Oregon line. The third inter- 
connecting line, recently completed from our Pit No. 1 plant to Tim- 
ber Mountain, ties in the California-Oregon Power Co. system serv- 
ing the area south and east of Klamath Falls, including the areas in 
the vicinity of Alturas and Goose Lake. 
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LINES NORTH OF KLAMATH FALLS 


Mr. Jensen. Now, I want to ask this question: Are you, in coop- 
eration with the California-Oregon Power Co., willing to build lines 
orth of Klamath Falls? 

Mr. Brack. That would be in the California-Oregon Power terri- 
tory. We have nothing to do with that. 

Mr. Jensen. You have nothing to do with that? 

Mr. Buack. No; that is a matter for the California-Oregon Power 
(0. 

Mr. Jensen. They propose and ask construction funds for a line 
is far south as Klamath Falls. 

Mr. Buack. That is the Bonneville Power Administration ¢ 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Buack. We do not operate in Oregon. 

Mr. Jensen. I know you do not, but I thought you had working 
irrangements with the California-Oregon Power Co., and that you 
possibly had meetings with them at which meetings this was discusse “al, 
ind I thought it was possible that you might testify to the fact that 
they were willing to build lines north of Klamath Falls. 

Mr. Buack. I think either Mr. Gerdes or Mr. Bonner might make 
. statement on that. 

Mr. JeNseN. But you cannot give us anything definite / 

Mr. Gerves. The California-Oregon Power Co. recently announced 
that it was going to build a 230,000-volt line from Dixonville, near 
Roseburg, to a point down near—— 

Mr. Jensen (interposing). Where is Roseburg on this map? 

Mr. Gerpes. From a point near Roseburg, approximately to the 
California-Oregon line, more or less directly south. 

Mr. Jensen. That is from Nickel Mountain. ‘That is on the other 
side of the mountain, the west side of the mountain. I was speaking 
about the line on the east side of the mountain. 

Mr. Gerpes. I wanted to bring this out: After the recent announce- 
ment of construction of that 230,000-volt backbone line by the Cali- 
fornia-Oregon Power Co., engineers of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
and the California-Oregon Power Co. initiated discussions on the 
feasibility and the economics of extending that line south to connect 
with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. system. 

Of course, with completion of the backbone line to the Cali- 
fornia-Oregon line by Copco, it is possible that they could build 
relatively short tie-over from that line to Klamath Falls to serve 
their own loads there, but we do not know about their plans. 

Mr. Jensen. There is no testimony at all on which to base any action 
of this committee regarding the building by private utilities of any 
lines in that particular area 

Mr. Buack. If you wish to get information on that I am sure that 
the California-Oregon Power Co. would be glad to write you a letter 
on it. 

Mr. Jensen. I think it would take more than a letter at this time, 
Mr. Black. I think they would have to come down here and make 
statements and make such promises as always are necessary when we 
stop the building of a Federal line, and then ask that the companies 
enter into wheeling contracts, or whatever is necessary. 
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METERING EQUIPMENT 


Mr. Bunce. Considering the cost and the life of this metering equip 
ment, would the Federal Government save any money by purchasing 
its own metering equipment rather than renting it from you on the 
present basis? 

Mr. Buack. I do not know. We have agreed with them on a basis 
for rental which is apparently satisfactory to them, but I do not 
know what they are paying for the metering equipment. We do not 
have any information on that. 

Mr. Buper. You must purchase similar equipment for your com 
pany, do you not ? 

Mr. Brack. Yes. We had meters installed for these customers, and 
that equipment is being rented to the Bureau, in several instances, 
under a formula which they agreed to in the contract. 

Mr. Kirwan. I have the same thought in mind, I think, that Mr. 
Budge has. If the Government can save money by buying this equip 
ment, fine. If it cannot save money I am not for buying it. My 
thought is the same as his. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 


Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Norrell wants to ask some questions 
about the Sacramento contract which has been entered into between 
Central Valley and the city of Sacramento. Mr. Norrell. 

Mr. Norrets. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry I was late getting here 
this morning, but I want to get straight in my mind, Mr. Black, or 
somebody, the construction here that you think the Government should 
do. I do not want to go over it in detail, but just the items and the 
aa tion that you object to. If you will, just name the items that 
will be built that are necessary. Do you object to any of the new 
construction items ¢ 

Mr. Gerves. As I understand it, your inquiry relates to the trans- 
mission lines and switchyards for the service of the Sacramento munic- 
ipal utility district. Do I understand you correctly, Mr. Norrell ? 

Mr. Norrey. Yes. 

Mr. Gerves. The Bureau this year has not asked for any money 
for service to the Sacramento municipal utility district. Appar- 
ently, they are planning to serve that customer by wheeling under 
our contract, 

When I mentioned the Sacramento area transmission lines and sub 
stations in the prepared statement, I referred to the fact that the 
Bureau continues to include that item, among others—and it amounts 
to over $11 million—in their justification, notwithstanding the fact 
that it has been turned down by the Congress a number of times 
under the name Elverta switchyard. No funds are requested for the 
Sacramento area facilities this year. Does that answer your question ‘ 

Mr. Norreti. Yes: I think that is all right. 
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METERING FACILITIES 


Now referring to these preference customer metering facilities. If 
they take over your customers that arrangement would have to be 
made, would it not‘ 

Mr. Gerves. We have a rental arrangement already in effect. 

Mr. Norrets. Under your wheeling contract / 

Mr. Gerves. Yes, under a sup plement to our wheeling contract the 
Bureau has the privilege of renting our meters for 1 year, and we are 
prepared to extend that for the life of the wheeling contract. 

Mr. Norretit. Would that be cheaper than the Government buying 
these meters, would it be cheaper for the Government ¢ 

Mr. Gerpes. We do not know where they would spend $470,000 for 
this purpose. They do not need that much to meter the 17 existing 
wheeling customers. The facilities that we used to meter customers 
the Bureau has taken over from us cost approximately $60,000, We 
have . made any study on the basis you suggest. 

Mr, Norrect. Will you make a study of it, and when you revise your 
remarks put in there the estimated average cost under the wheeling 
contract, and then how that compares w ith the cost of a new facility / 
I assume when you do that you will have to estimate on the use over 
a long period of time, I do not know. 

I am trying to see, Mr. Black, whether it would be cheaper for the 
Government to use your meters under the wheeling agreement, or for 
the Government to install its own meters. 

Mr. Gerpes. In order to make such a study we would first have to 
know the number, location, type and cost of all of the meters that the 
Bureau proposes to purchase, and also which of our facilities would be 
replaced. We do not have that information. 


SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT CONTRACT 


Mr. Norrett. Now, you have testified regarding these contracts, 
and I will only take a minute on them. I asked a witness yesterday 
if this statement was correct, and I want to ask you, not that you can 
answer it now, but in order that you may answer it when you revise 
your remarks: 

Under the contracts which have been made recently with the 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District, the Glenn-Colusa Irrigation 
District, and 5 others, if the wheeling contract was permitted to 
operate to these customers, the utilities would pay under this contract 
to the Bureau about $2,864,000 per year. Under the arrangement that 
has been worked out, the Bureau, instead of that would receive from 
the agencies which they have contracted with $2,738,653, and then for 
each kilowatt-hour delivered to these agencies the Bureau absorbs 1 
mill as a wheeling charge, which amounts to $619,970, making a 
net of $12,118,683. 

Now, they figure - ‘re that the total loss on the project per year, 
based on 1951 usage by these 7 agencies is $745,578. I would assume 
vou would add to that these meters which you have mentioned here. 
Now, I know this project was supposed to get some power revenue 
and apply it to the irrigation angle. 
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[ am disturbed about these figures, and I am anxious to know 
whether or not they are correct. ‘T do not Say they are, and I do not 
say that they are not. I do not quite understand it. I will let you 
have this statement I have. I would like to get your coment on it. 

Mr. Grerpes. Mr. Norrell, we will be glad to give our comment on 
that. Apropos of the question as to whether the revenue under 
recent power sales contracts which the Bureau has entered into with 
various agencies in the State will ultimately pay out the project, you 
will be interested to know that the joint committee on water problems 
of the California State Legislature recently held a 3-day hearing with 
respect to these contracts. 

The State engineer submitted a progress report on his studies of 
the matter which showed that the net revenue to the project under 
the Bureau’s contracts with the Sacramento Municipal Utility Dis- 
trict, the Provident Irrigation District, and the West Side [rrigation 
District was less than 314 mills per kilowatt-hour. Several witnesses 
who testified there expressed doubts that these rates would pay out 
the project. As I recall it, an engineer representing the California 
Water Project Authority testified to the effect that little or no finan- 
cial aid will be given by power to irrigation. 

Mr. Norrewy. Is there any way in which you can really ascertain 
specifically whether or not this statement is correct, that little if 
any aid from the power revenue will go to the payment of the interest 
on the irrigation feature of the project / 

Mr. Gerpes. This testimony that I was trying to recall was given 
by a consulting engineer, Mr. M. J. Dowd, who is retained by the 
Water Project Authority of the State of California. If you would 
like to have me do so I could quote the pertinent part of his testimony, 
or ™ut ++ in the record 

Mr. Norrett. I wish you would. 

Mr. Gerpes. Would you like to have us quote it now or put it in the 
record 4 

Mr. Norrety. Either way. 

Mr. Gerpes. Here is one brief statement that I think sets forth 
his viewpoint, appearing on page 315 of the official transcript of that 
hearing. It isa statement made by Mr. M. J. Dowd: 

We hear the statement made by the Bureau that power is the paying partner 
of irrigation when, under the Bureau's interpretation of the law, in most cases 
the power users do not pay 1 cent directly to help irrigation 

It is the diversion of this interest component, which is money that belongs 
to the Nation's taxpayers, that is used to contribute to irrigation, and not the 
direct payment by power users 

Mr. Norreti. Now, in that connection, and this is the last question 
which I want to ask at this time: 

There is another statement made here, and I quote: 


The Bureau proposed to sell power to these other agencies 
and I mentioned some of them— 
at a lesser rate than was quoted as necessary to repay the cost of the project by 
the Bureau in 1946. The cost of the project in 1946 was estimated at $380 million. 
The present justification now indicates, as you know, that the esti- 
mated cost is around $580 million. Then he says: 


It is difficult to understand how the Bureau can quote a lower rate than it 
quoted back in 1946 when the estimated cost of the project was $200 million less. 





by 
0 


183 


Mi: Gerpes. Mr. Norrell, perhaps that question could better be 
inswered by the representatives of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

At this California legislative committee hearing, which I mentioned, 
the Bureau submitted a new study which indicated that, in order to 
pay out, they would have to sell power for 5.1 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Although that figure was arrived at on a basis somewhat different 
than the calculation of the State engineer in the report that I referred 
to, nevertheless there appears to be a substantial difference between 
the 4.1 mills per kilowatt-hour which the Bureau recently stated 
needed to pay out the cost of the project and the something less than 
314 mills per kilowatt-hour which the State engineer determined the 
project will net under the Bureau’s contracts with those customers. 
~ Mr. Norreni. Well, in taking these customers from the Central 
Valley as their own, based on 1951 usage, the Bureau will lose about 
$745,000 per year. 

That is a correct statement, is it not? In other words, if this state 
ment is correct in taking over these contracts you could say that the 
Bureau got $745,000 less than it would have gotten if thev had used 
a wheeling contract ? 

Mr. Gerpes. Mr. Norrell, I have not seen that statement and the 
connection in which it was used or prepared, but they may have had 
in mind this situation: That by selling power to the Sacramento Mu 
nicipal Utility District and others at the same price that we now pur 
chase it at Tracy, the Government will lose approximately that amount 
of money because it will have to absorb the transmission charges as 
well as the transmission losses from Tracy to the point of use. 

Mr. Norrevy. If you desire this statement, I would be glad to let 
vou have it. 

Mr. Grervres. We would like to have that, Mr. Norrell, so we can 
intelligently comment on it. 

Mr. Norrets.. I would like vou to give it back to the clerk when 
you ~ finished with it. 

Mr. Gerpes. Yes, si 

(The matter refer Maw to follows :) 

The material referred to has been reviewed and the finding that the Central 
Valley project would have received $745,000 less net annual revenue, based on 
1951 usage, from the sale of power to seven preference customers than it would 
have received from sale of that power to Pacific Gas & Electric Co. at Tracy, 
is substantially correct. 

The statement, that if all project commercial energy were similarly sold to 
preference agencies at the same average rate, rather than to the company at 
Tracy, a loss in net project revenue of more than $2 million annually would 
result, also appears to be substantially correct. 


COMPARISON OF PRIVATE AND FEDERAL COSTS AND RATES 


Mr. Buper. Mr. Black, have you ever made any computation on 
this basis: I note on page 4 of your statement here this morning that 
you say you purchase at the Bureau standard “postage stamp” rate. 
Have you ever made any comparison between your independent hydro 
electric installations as to your cost of power produced through your 
own plants, as compared with what you pay the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion on this “postage stamp” rate ? 

Mr. Back. The Bureau rate would be lower than the average cost 
of producing power, either by hydro or steam in our territory at the 
present time. 





184 


Mr. Buper. That would be true, then, of all the Bureau customers. 
They are selling at a rate less than it costs you to produce it in your 
hydrolectric plants ¢ 

Mr. Buack. That is correct. 

Mr. Buper. How much less? Could you give us a figure on that ? 

Mr. Buack. Our average cost of producing equivalent amounts of 
power by steam and hydro combined, under present costs, would be 
in the neighborhood of 6 to 7 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Buper. Of course, your steam costs are considerably higher 
than your hydro costs, are they not? 

Mr. Buiack. Not necessarily; it depends on the hydro plant. The 
cost of hydro generation varies from plant to plant. The cheapest 
combination of power production on our system at the present time 
works out at about 40 percent hydro and about 60 percent steam. 
It is about that ratio. 

Mr. Buper. What is your average hydro cost? Ido not believe you 
can make a fair comparison by lumping in your steam operation if 
that is more expensive than the hydro, because the Bureau does not 
have any steam installations, so far as I know. 

Mr. Brack. There is practically no difference in cost in new, eco 
nomic hydro plants and steam plants in California at the present time. 
There were some hydro plants built in the past which are more favor- 
able than those remaining undeveloped at the present time. The com- 
bination of hydro and steam in the proportion of about 40 percent 
hydro and 60 percent steam is cheaper than either all steam or all 
hydro on our system at the present time. 

That is a general statement which may not be true 2 or 3 or 4 years 
from now, and certainly was not true 10 or 15 years ago. 

Mr. Buper. This would lead me to the conclusion then that the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. buys its power cheaper from the Bureau 
and so do all the other customers of the Bureau get their power 
shaanec than it can be produced in your private system. That is a 
correct statement, is it not ? 

Mr. Biack. That is a correct statement, in my opinion. 

Mr. Buper. And over 2 mills per kilowatt-hour cheaper ? 

Mr. Buackx. That is substantially correct, but, of course, our 
production costs include an allowance for the taxes we must pay. 


COOPERATION BETWEEN BUREAU AND PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC 


Mr. Kirwan. On page 3 of the statement which was read this morn- 
ing where it was stated 

The company has provided a market for Central Valley power since it was first 
generated in 1944. In 1951, at the urging of Congress, we executed two 10-year 
contracts with the Bureau, one, a transmission and exchange or wheeling service 
contract, and the other, a sale and interchange contract. 

These contracts were made with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Gerpes. That is correct. 

Mr. Kirwan. Who were they serving or who did they want to 
serve ¢ 

Mr. Gerves. We did not know. We made a contract under which 
they could serve the preferred customers in the area through our 
system. We did not know which ones they would or would not serve. 
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Mr. Kirwan. That is, when you made the contract? Every time 
vou turn around they come in, as you stated, and they want facilities 
here or there. 

Will the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. continue to wheel when they 
come up again to negotiate a contract, the same as you are doing now, 
f they were not given the facilities / 

Mr. Gerves. Our contract runs for 10 years, Mr. Kirwan. 

Mr. Kirwan. But do you have any contracts that are coming 
ip now ¢ 

Mr. Gerpes. Do you mean with the preferred customers ‘ 

Mr. Kirwan. Yes. 

Mr. Gerpes. A number of the contracts with so-called preferred 
customers are due to expire in the next several years. As a matter 
of fact, the Bureau in the last 2 or 3 months has been very active in 
negotiation with these customers, and in several cases has signed them 
Ip. including the Sacramento Municipal Utility District. 

Mr. Kirwan. The reason I am asking this question is to determine 
whether you will wheel the power at the same rate you are wheeling 
t now to all those major customers ¢ 

Mr. Gerpes. We made a contract and we intend to live up to our 
contract. 

Mr. Kirwan. I am talking about the new entract now after this 
one has expired. 

Mr. Gerves. Well, the existing wheeling contract runs for 10 years, 
ind I do not know that we have given much thought to what is going 
to happen 10 vears from now. 

Mr. Kirwan. That is what I am thinking about now. Suppose 
we do not allow the Government any of these meters and transmission 
lines which we have been talking about, and we have been discussing 
friendly relations, and as long as this Central Valley authority has 
to be in there, will Pacific Gas & Electric Co. continue to wheel the 
power with that friendly relationship ¢ 

Mr. Gerves. Well, I would expect that 3 or 4 years before this con- 
tract expires, negotiations for an extension will be initiated. 

Mr. Kirwan. When does the contract expire at Sacramento? 

Mr. Gerpes. Our contracts with the Bureau expire in 10 years 
from 1951: that means, in 1961. 

Mr. Kirwan. You are going to wheel power for the next 8 years on 
that contract ! 

Mr. Gerves. Yes, sir, approximately 8 years, 

Mr. Kirwan. You are going to wheel that power down to Sacra- 
mento for what you are now wheeling it for in the next 8 years ¢ 

Mr. Gerpves. We will comply with our contract. 

Mr. Kirwan. You will comply with the contract. And does that 
go for all the other major cities or municipalities or preferred cus- 
tomers ¢ 

Mr. Grrpes. All I can say is that we have complied, and we intend 
to comply, with our contract. 

The Bureau has recently stated that they have sold out their depend- 
able power. I heard that the Bureau has turned down two public 
agencies which desire to purchase project power. I do not know 
whether they will take any more customers. 

Mr. Kirwan. If they do not. take any more customers and stay 
away from the Pacific Gas & Electric, and if they have any excess 
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power to turn over to you people, will the Pacific Gas & Electric turn 
around and wheel the power under the negotiations and contracts 
that they are now carrying out ? 

Mr. Gerpes. I would say this: That 2 or 3 years before our 10-year 
wheeling contract expires, | would ane the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co. and the Bureau of Reclamation to negotiate for an extension of 
that contract. I, personally, would anticipate that the contract would 
be renewed, but I, of course, cannot foresee what is going to happen 
a number of years from now. However, if Pacific Gas & Electric 
should refuse to wheel, there will be ample time for the Government 
to make whatever arrangements are necessary, in case the contract is 
not renewed. 

Mr. Kirwan. There is one thing which I am interested in right 
there and that is what you said with reference to “you anticipate”, 
which indicates that a friendly relation is there, so far as you can 
see right now, and you will wheel that power, is that it? 

Mr. Gerpes. So far as I can see at the present time. 

Mr. Kirwan. But the friendly relationship is there and you will 
wheel that power to all major projects, or preferred customers, as you 
are doing now ¢ 

Mr. Gerves. We have had friendly relations with the people rep 
resenting the Bureau. 

Mr. Jensen. The Bureau of Reclamation, as I understand, entered 
into a contract with the city of Sacramento Municipal District? 

Mr. Gerves. It is called the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, 
which includes the city of Sacramento and the surrounding area. 


SACRAMENTO CONTRACT—RATES AND REVENUES 


Mr. Jensen. The Bureau entered into a contract to take power 
from the Central Valley project, after a certain date. When is that 
date ? 

Mr. Grerves. The contract between the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the Sacramento Municipal Utility District runs for 40 years. 

Mr. Jensen. After what date? July 1, 1954? 

Mr. Gerves. July 1, 1954; right. 

Mr. Jensen. At what rate? 

Mr. Gerves. Well, it is at this “postage stamp” rate. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the “postage stamp” rate? 

Mr. Gerpes. It is a very complicated schedule, Mr. Chairman. If 
you want me to, I can read it here, but we can submit it, if you 
like. 

Mr. JeNsEN. What would the average rate be? 

Mr. Gerpes. It depends on load factors and certain other elements. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that rate less than the Pacific Gas & Electric is pay- 
ing for the power now? 

Mr. Gerves. No, it would be at the same rate the Pacific Gas & 
Electric would pay for firm power, with the load factors and other 
conditions being identical. But the Bureau of Reclamation will ab- 
sorb the 1 mill wheeling charge and transmission losses, so that the 
net realized by the Bureau for the power it sells to the Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District will be substantially less than it would be 
if it were sold to the Pacific Gas & Electric. 

Mr. Jensen. What will that amount to, approximately, over the 
period of 40 years? 
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Mr. Gerves. I do not know that. May we submit that for the 
record ¢ ¢ 

Mr. Jensen. All right, put it in the record. 

(The matter re ferred to follows:) 

On the basis of the Bureau's “postage stamp” rate, it is estimated that over 
the 40-year period of the Sacramento Municipal Utility District-Dureau con 
tract the Central Valley project will receive approximately $65 million less net 
revenue from sale of power to the district, after accounting for transmission 
charges and transmission losses, than from sale to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co 
t Tracy switchyard 

Mr. Jensen. What I am trying to ascertain is this: Is the Federal 
Treasury going to be better off over the period of this contract by 
selling power direct to the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, or 
not? Or is the Federal Treasury going to be worse off then to sell 
the power to Pacific Gas & Electric as is the case at the present time ¢ 
Another thing, has there been any complaint about sear service at 
Sacramento / 

Mr. Buiack. No, sh 

Mr. JENSEN. There has been no complaint by anyone about the 

ervice you have rendered, nor the rate you have been char ging ? 

Mr. Buack. We have a very pleasant relationship with the Sacra 
mento | tility District people. 

May I give you some approximate figures which may answer you 
aE. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes, sir. 


TOTAL PROJECT POWER REVENUES 


Mr. Buack. The Federal Treasury would be better off if they sold 
all of their power for distribution to Pacific Gas & Electric Co. at our 
Shasta substation, which was the original arrangement. By selling 
all of the power to us at the Tracy switchyard, the Federal Treasury 
would be approximately $2 million a year worse off than by selling 
it all to us at our Shasta substation. 

Mr. Norrevn. That is what I was driving at awhile ago. 

Mr. Brack. By selling all their power under the whee ling contract 
to these individual customers, using Tracy as a base, they would lose 
another $2 million, in round figures. By getting into the business 
themselves and building their own distribution system and selling all 
the power directly to customers of their own, they would be still 
another $2 million a year worse off. 

Mr. Norreii. That equals about $6 million a year. 

Mr. Biack. About $6 million a year difference, net, to the Federal 
Government, by taking these succéssive steps. Those figures are 
approximate. 

Mr. Norrevy. Following that a step further, that $6 million in the 
Treasury, under the authorizing law, could be used in payment of the 
irrigation part of the project? 

Mr. Buack. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. The Federal Treasury, over the period of 40 years, 
according to your figures, Mr. Black, would be at least $240 million 
worse off than if they sold this power to the Pacific Gas & Electric. 

Mr. Buiack. If your question contemplates delivery of all project 
power at Shasta substation over a period of 40 years, that is correct. 

Mr. Buper. Does that include any of the Federal investment, which 
is contemplated in achieving this distribution that you mentioned / 
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Mr. Buack. That takes into consideration all of the additional Fed 
eral investment and operating costs of the facilities which would b> 
required for these successive steps, and also takes into consideration 
the loss of energy in making deliveries at these different points. 

Mr. Norrevy. If you should buy it where you said you would save 
this $6 million per year, if the power was de livered to you at that point, 
what inc reases In e xisting rates could the committee rea isonably expect, 
if any? 

In other words, if the Government will sell you the power there, 
would that mean an increase in consumer rates, or would it mean a 
decrease, or how would it affect it ? i 

Mr. Buiack. It would not affect our consumer rates. 

Mr. Norrevy. It would not ¢ 

Mr. Buack. No, sir. 

Mr. Norrett. The consumer would get the power at the same rate 
they are getting it now! 

Mr. Brack. Our rates are set on the basis of our costs and a fair 
return on our investment. The cost of purchased power is an operat- 
ing expense. We make no money on that, as such, any more than we 
make money on the payroll part of our expenses. 

Mr. Norrevy. It would not mean higher power rates out there ¢ 

Mr. Buack. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Let me get one point cleared up: Did you mean that 
oe would be a profit to the Government of $6 million a year if 
P. G. & E. bought all the power at the Shasta Dam, as against the 
selling of all the power by the Central V alley project itself ? 

Mr. Brack. Over their own system. 

Mr. Jensen. That is over their own system ¢ 

Mr. Buack. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. You mean that that $6 million savings a year, or profit 
a year, would be made if only Sacramento was taken out from under 
you as a customer of yours? 

Mr. Buack. No, sir. The figure you refer to will be supplied for 
the record by Mr. Gerdes. 

Mr. Jensen. That is what we want to find out. Supply the figures 
for the record, showing your best estimate on how much better off 
the Federal Treasury would be, over a period of 40 years if P. G. & E. 
were to continue to furnish the power, as you are doing now, to the 
city of Sacramento, as against this proposed contract. 

Mr. Gerves. We will do that, Mr. Chairman. 

(This information appears on p. 188.) 














PAYOUT EXPERIENCE @N RECLAMATION PROJECTS 





Mr. Kirwan. Projects are paying off under the arrangements of 
the Bureau of Reclamation. They have been in this game a long time. 
They have been in this work since 1902 and out of a couple of hundred 
projects, only one failed to pay off, and they know their figures pretty 
well. There is no getting around it. I believe it is a record that for 
50 years only 1 of the many projects which they have handled has 
failed to pay off. Some engineer that had nothing at all to do with 
the Bureau who gets in a room and checks up a lot of figures, but the 
record over 50 years shows only one failure, or only one which failed 
to pay out, in 50 years. I would like to see the same for business. 
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Mr. Jensen. Of course, Mr. Kirwan, it remains to be seen whether 
these projects now under construction will pay off, according to law 
and according to the schedule, since the cost of all this construction 

is gone up. We know that they cannot pay off for these projects 
that are now under construction, according to the rate schedule that 
s now being charged. 

Mr. Kirwan. Only one has failed in 50 years to pay out, and if 
they have done it down through the years, what makes you think this 
cannot hold in the future ¢ 

Mr. JENSEN. Of course, Mr. Kirwan, we have to back-track a little 
there, because there has been so few of them that have actually been 
paid off to date. 

Mr. Kirwan. Oh, yes, there have been plenty of them that have been 
paid off. 

Mr. Buper. Will the chairman yield to me at this point? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes, sir, Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Buper. What has happened in a great many instances, Mr. 
Kirwan, is this: The contracts have been renegotiated to extend the 
time of payment from the original 50 years on up and some of them 
are getting up in the neighborhood now of 100 years. Congress at the 
last session authorized the Bureau to renegotiate a number of Bureau 

projects and extend the time of payment, because it became obvious 
te it that is the only way the Federal Government would get its money 
back. I think the Government will get the money back eventu: ally, 
uit a large portion of the Bureau’s projects will have to have the time 
ext nded. 

Mr. Kirwan. Maybe they will. I will concede that maybe they will 
have to have an extension of time, but they will eventu: ally pay out. 

Mr. Buack. I think there is a very import: int factor in this whole 
problem, and that is the question of this interest component on e ‘lectri- 
cal facilities. That makes a tremendous difference in the end result 
over a period of 40 or 50 years. 


CONSTRUCTION OF ADDITIONAL P. G. AND E, FACILITIES 


ser Fenton. In looking at a map which they had here yesterday, 
[ saw all these tributaries going into the San Joaquin River and the 
Sacramento River, and I note on page 12 that the Secretary has chal- 
lenged the authority of the Commission to issue you a license to build a 
hydroplant on the Kings River, and that vou also planned five hydro- 
plants on the Pit and Feather Rivers. What is going to be the out 
come of that ? 

Mr. Gerpes. The former Secretary of the Interior has delayed the 
development of the Kings River project for a number of years. We 
made an application for a license on Kings River in 1948, and he 
objected to the issuance of the license, contending that the Federal 
Government itself should build this purely hydroelectric project. 
After we obtained a favorable decision, he asked for a rehearing be 
fore the Federal Power Commission and that delayed it 21 months, 
until we got the decision on rehearine, which was in favor of the 
company. He then took the case to the United States circuit court of 
appeals, where the case is now. Within the last couple of weeks 
have filed our brief there. I do not know how long it will take to 
obtain a final decision. 
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Lam very hopeful that we will be successful in the case, as was the 
Virginia Electric and Power Co. in the case concerning Roanoke 
Rapids, which was recently decided by the United States Supreme 
Court. 

Mr. Frnron. I notice that they are constructing a dam on Kings 
River, now: are they not ¢ 

Mr. Gerpes. The Army is building the Pine Flat Dam on lower 
Kings River, primarily for flood control. 

Mr. Fenron. The Army is doing that and there is no power 
involved ¢ 

Mr. Grerpves. No Federal power facilities have been authorized at 
Pine Flat Dam, although penstock facilities for future use are being 
built into the dam so that power facilities could be installed there 
later, if it appears to be economically justifiable. 

Mr. Fenron. In the building of your dams for power, you do not 
make any arrangement for irrigation purposes in those dams? 

Mr. Gerpes. We have a long history, Dr. Fenton, with respect to the 
development of facilities for irrigation in California, which goes back 
a hundred years or at least, our predecessors go back that far. Some 
of our predecessor companies engaged in hydraulic mining and built 
reservoirs and canals. Later on, ‘when minine was stopn d. those 
early reservoirs and canals were utilized to deliver water to power 
plants and after power use the water is used by the irrigators. Many 
of the dams that we operate in California benefit and serve irrigation, 
and in some cases we own and operate irrigation distribution systems. 
We have irrigation systems in several of the foothill county areas and 
we also have arrangements with irrigation districts to furnish them 
water. In other cases we have cooperative agreements under which 
we buy power or water for power at irrigation district dams, and the 
revenue from power finances their irrigation works, 

Mr. Fenron. You are in some cases directly, and in others, indi- 
rectly connected with irrigation ? 

Mr. Grerves. We store approximately 1,500,000 acre-feet of water 
that otherwise would go to waste. When we release the stored water 
for power, it flows down to irrigate very large areas of land. I do 
not know the exact acreage, but it is a very substantial amount. 

Mr. Fenton. With reference to these five new hydroelectric plants 
that you suggest you want to construct on the Pit and Feather Rivers. 
where are the Pit and Feather Rivers with reference to this general 
area ¢ 

Mr. Gerves. The Pit River runs into the Sacramento River right 
at Shasta Dam. 

Mr. Fenton. I notice that. 

Mr. Grerpes. The Pit River rises in the northeastern part of the 
State and flows westerly into the Sacramento River upstream from 
Shasta Dam. The Feather River is located here [indicating] on 
the map. The Feather River is the next important river south of 
the Vit River. We have now five powerplants on the north fork of 
that stream. At the head of Feather River is a very large reservoir, 
Lake Almanor, which is owned by Pac ~ Gas & Electric Co. That 
dam supplies a large quantity of water in the irrigation season for 
downstream irrigation use. 
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Mr. Fenton. It is evident from the history of the case that the 
Bureau of Reclamation intends to try to monopolize all of those 
tributaries to those two main rivers. 

Mr. Gerpes. The position which the Bureau took in our Kings River 
case would, if generally applied, prelude any further local develop- 
ment of power in (¢ ‘alifornia. They attempted to withdraw lands in 
strategic areas on major streams for the purpose of stopping any 
private development there. I may say their action in so doing re- 
sulted in a joint resolution of the California State Legislature, which 
condemned those withdrawals as unwarranted interference in the local 
affairs of the State. These withdrawals would have the effect, if ulti- 
mately sustained, of blocking local public, as well as private, develop- 
ments on streams of our State. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Gerves. Thank you very much for your time. 

Mr. Buackx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. 


Fripay, Marcu 27, 1953 
Orricre or TERRITORIES 
WITNESS 
HON. FORD Q. ELVIDGE, GOVERNOR OF GUAM 


GUAM 


Mr. JENSEN. The committee will come to order. 

We are greatly pleased to haye with us today the new Governor 
of Guam, Hon. Ford Q. Elvidge. 

Mr. Elvidge, I want to congratulate you on your appointment and 
say that you have a big job ahead of you. I was in Guam about a 
year ago, with other Members of C ongress, at which time we learned 
about some of the problems which confront that island. 

It is customary, Governor, when a new appointment of this im- 
portance is made by the Secretary of the Interior, to request that the 
person appointed come before this committee and give a brief history 
of his life, for the record, and at this time, we would be glad to hear 
from you. 

Mr. Exvinge. I was born November 30, 1892, in Oakland, Calif. I 
received my preparatory education in the Oakland High School. 

In 1911 my father took my mother and my brother and myself to 
Vancouver, British Columbia, where he was in business for a short 
period of time. 

In 1916 we came to Seattle. I entered the University of Washing- 
ton, and was in law school from 1916 to 1917, when I enlisted in the 
Reserves. I was called into active service in March 1918. I was in 
the law school upon being called into service, so I was given a special 
examination for admission to the bar, which I passed. That was a 
consideration given to men going into the service. 

I went to the Fourth Army Officers’ Training Camp and was com- 
missioned as a second lieutenant in Infantry. 
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In August 1918 I went east with the Eighth Division, and arrived 
at Mills Field in November, just before the Armistice. I was then 
commissioned as a first lieutenant in infantry and discharged at Ho 
boken in March 1918. I married an Oakland girl while I was in the 
service. 

I then went to Seattle and immediately started in the practice of 
law with two men, Wilmon Tucker and Ivan L. Hyland. I practiced 
with them until 1929, when Mr. Tucker and Mr. Hyland dissolved 
the partnership, and ] became a partner in the firm of Hyland, E 
vidge & Alvord. 

I have practiced law continuously and actively in Seattle, Wash., 
until today. My practice has been varied, almost every kind except 
criminal. I have had practically no criminal-law practice, and no 
patent practice; but, other than that, the practice has been varied. 

In 1935, I was retained in a professional capacity, a public-rela 
tions capacity, by major oil companies on the Pacific coast, to repre 
sent them in the Legislature of the State of Washington. I continued 
in that capacity until a year ago. 

Our firm has always represented the Shell Oil Co., and I still rep 
resent them. I handled a major problem for them last year, seeking 
an amendment of the alien land laws so that they could establish a 
plant in the State of Washington. That was accomplished and is all 
finished. It was finished before I was called here. 

During past years I have been pretty active in professional work, 
and of course in the practice of law. I have been president of the 
Seattle Bar Association. I served on the board of governors of the 
bar association for 3 years. I am a member of the American Bar 
Association, and past president of the College Club of Seattle. 

In 1947 the Legislature of the State of W ashington set up a legisla- 
tive council, which was legislation in line with similar legislation in 
various States in the Union. The legislative council’s constitutional 
ity was attacked, and I was hired by the chairman of the council to 
prosecute litigation to establish the constitutionality of that council. 
We were successful in that matter. 

At or about the same time, the same session of the legislature set up 
an un-American activities committee by joint resolutions of both 
houses, rather than as a bill. That committee’s work was carried out 
by Albert Canwell, of Spokane. It became known as the Canwell 
committee. The constitutionality of that committee was challenged, 
and Mr. Canwell retained me to prosecute litigation to establish the 
constitutionality of that committee. I did that in two counties of the 
State of Washington, in the Supreme Court of Washingon, and in 
the United States Supreme Court. We were 100 percent successful 
in that fight. 

I have served on several committees of the chamber of commerce. 
For 16 years I have been a member of the American Taxpayers’ Asso- 
ciation. All of these were nonpaying jobs, 

T cuess perhaps that is it. 

Mr. Jensen. I will say that is a very fine résumé of your life, Mr. 
Elvidge, and it is very plain that you have been a busy man. You not 
only have been a busy man in your own interest but in the interest of 
the Government, and you have been apparently a civic leader; other- 
wise, you would not have gotten all those “Thank you” jobs that you 
have handled. Se 
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You are undertaking a pretty difficult assignment; but I am sure, 
with the experience that you have had, you will do a good job for 
the people of Guam and for our country generally. 

I feel quite sure that, after you have been in Guam for a while and 
have looked and listened and learned, you will find some problems 

1at must be solved for the good of that island. 

“Y ou have never been on the island of Guam? 

Mr. Etviner. No, sir; I have not. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, we can only wish you Godspeed, Mr. Elvidge, 
nd you may be sure that we will do what little this committee can do 
to assist you in every way possible to do a good job. 

Mr. Fen'ron. We wish you the best of luck. 

Mr. JenseEN. It is a pleasure to meet you, Mr. Elvidge, and thank 

mu very much for making this appearance before the committee. 


Monpay, Marcu 30, 1953. 
CENTRAL VALLEY PrRogEcT, CALIFORNIA 
WITNESSES 


A. D. EDMONSTON, STATE ENGINEER AND EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF 
THE WATER PROJECT AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

JOHN McFARLAND, GENERAL MANAGER OF EAST BAY MUNICIPAL 
UTILITY DISTRICT 

NORTHCUTT ELY, SPECIAL COUNSEL, THE WATER PROJECT AU- 
THORITY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. JeNseN. The committee will come to order. 

We are pleased to have, with us this morning Mr. Northecutt E ly, 
special counsel for the Water Project Authority, of the State of Cali- 
fornia and Mr. A. D. Edmonston, who is the State engineer and 
executive officer of the water-project authority. 

We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Ely, at this time. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Ery. My name is Northcutt Ely. Iam an attorney, with offices 
at 1200 Tower Building, W ashington 5, D.C. I am spec ial counsel 
for the Water Project Authority of the State of California, and appear 
here today with Mr. A. D. Edmonston, State engineer of California 
and executive officer of the authority. As Mr. Edmonston has crossed 
the continent to testify, I prefer that he have the bulk of the time al- 
lotted to us. I shall simply identify my client and the appropriation 
item on which Mr. Edmonston is to testify. 

The water project authority was cre: ited by an act of the California 
Legislature in 1933, the Central Valley Project Act, with power to 
construct, operate, and maintain the Central Valley project as a State 
project, and to sell revenue bonds to finance construction. The au- 
thority comprises, ex officio, the director of public works, chairman; 
the state treasurer; the State controller; the attorney general; and 
ne director of finance. The Public Works Administration, to which 
these bonds were offered, approved the project but directed that it 
be constructed by the Reclamation Bureau as a Federal project and 
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financed under the reclamation law. During this construction period 
the water project authority has consequently been the spokesman of 
the State in its relations with the Reclamation Bureau as the constru: 
tion agency. 

The Legislature of California in 1952 appropriated $10 million and 
directed the water project authority to make a comprehensive study 
and report on the possibility of effecting a transfer of the project, 
when completed, to the State; a portion of the —— lation is to be 
come available as an initial payment if such a transfer does prove fea 
sible. This study is still under way. 

Mr. Edmonston will testify today upon the appropriations required 
to carry on the construction at a rate geared to the most economi 
completion date. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Edmonston, we will be glad to hear from you at 
this time. 

Mr. Epmonston. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement whic! 
I would like to read to the committee. 

Mr. Jensen. We will be glad to hear from your, Mr. Edmonsto1 

Mr. EpmMonston. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, m\ 
name is A. D. Edmonston. I am State engineer and executive officer 
of the Water Project Authority of the State of California, and I an 
appearing before you today on behalf of Gov. Earl Warren and the 
authority in support of an appropriation for the Central Valley proj 
ect in the amount of $28,615,000 to carry on construction work on that 
project in the fiscal year 1954. 

The water project authority, since creation by State legislative act 
in 1933, has been the official representative of the State of California 
in matters pertaining to the Central Valley project, units of which 
have been constructed or are now under construction by the Bureau 
of Reclamation of the Department of the Interior. The authority has 
cooperated fully and actively with the Bureau of Reclamation in 
furthering the construction of the project and has interested itself in 
matters pertaining to the sale of water and power made available by it. 

I will not burden you with a description of the Central Valley proj- 
ect because through your many hearings on and inspections of the 
project you are undoubtedly fully informed of its physical features 
and objectives. I do desire to point out, however, that the features of 
the originally authorized project, the Shasta Reservoir and power 

plant, Keswick Afterbay and powerplant, Sacramento Valley trans- 
mission lines, Delta cross channel, Contra Costa Canal, Delta-Mendota 
Canal, and its appurtenant Tracy pumping plant, Friant Reservoir, 
and the Madera and Friant-Kern Canals served by that reservoir, are 
practically complete and are now functioning as planned and designed 
in producing and transporting water and e slectric power to areas of use. 

However, the American River development was authorized and added 

to the Central Valley project by the Congress in October 1949 and the 
Sacramento Valley irrigation canals, now called Sacramento canals 
unit, were authorized and added to the project. by the Congress in 
September 1950. The Folsom powerplant, Nimbus Afterbay and 
powerplant, and Sly Park project of the American River develop- 
ment are now under construction by the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

In order to be fully informed when deciding upon the amounts to 
be requested for the construction of the Central Valley project in 
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: fiscal year 1954 the authority had its engineers prepare for its use 
we for the use of the Members of Congress a report setting forth 


the construction progress and status of costs of the active construc- 


| features, the status of other features of the project, and recom- 
me endations as to the amounts of the appropriation for the several 
units of the project which should be requested of the Congress. 
Following the receipt of this report the water-project authority 
idopted a resolution at its meeting of January 27, 1953, recommending 
ippropriation of the following sums for expenditure on the several 
features of the Central Valley project in the fiscal year 1954: 
\. Shasta Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant ; Keswick Dam and Reser- 
voir; Contra Costa Canal system; Friant Dam and Reservoir; 
Friant-Kern Canal; Madera Canal; Delta fish-protection facili- 
ties; Delta-Mendota Canal; preference-customers meters ; Central 
Valley project radio network; general property____._.._.-.--.--. $3, 500, 000 


B. Folsom power and transmission facilities a J : 16, 000, 000 
CC. Sly Park project — a ace eee, eee 
}). Delta steam-electric powerplant__- apes BENE MAE lk 
I. Water rights siishijets donb etoile: kana tdci Sats dpiek hl ts 582, 000 
F. Sacramento canals unit_ arbexceteataittinhes tdcuntihtaliatadd = satin erin ne ee ee, 500, 000 

Total a ae oh. abate tir Sh A Neca re 28. 615. 000 


\ copy % the resolution and a copy of the engineer’s report entitled 
“Central Valley Project—Construction Progress, Status of Costs, 
and Recommendations for Congressional Appropriations for Fiscal 
Year 1954” are being filed with your committee as parts of this state- 
ment. 


INITIALLY AUTHORIZED UNITS 


The features set forth in the foregoing item A are those of the 
initially authorized project. ‘The recommended appropriation of 
$3,500,000 for these features in the fiscal year 1954 would be used for 
the completion of some works and additional work on others necessary 
for the proper functioning of the project. 


AMERICAN RIVER DEVELOPMENT 


The two items Folsom powerplant and transmission lines and Sly 
Park project, for which appropriations of $16 million and $3,033,000, 
respectively, are recommended, are units of the American "River de- 
velopment. 

Authorized work on the Folsom Dam and 1,000,000 acre-foot reser- 
voir of this project is being performed by the Corps of Engineers, 
United States Army. The ‘other units are to be constructed _ by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. These units comprise a hydroelectric power- 
plant with a generating capacity of approximately 162,000 kilowatts 
at Folsom Dam, the Nimbus A fterbay Dam and powerplant of 13,500- 
kilowatt capacity several miles downstream from Folsom Dam, electric 
transmission lines to the nearest practicable interconnection with 
the existing Central Valley project transmission system, and the Sly 
Park project for storing and transporting irrigation water from Sly 
and Camp Creeks, tributaries of Cosumnes River, to lands in EI 
Dorado County in the American River Basin. Work is under way 
on all of these features. Their total costs as estimated by the Bureau 
of Reclamation are $43,162,000 for the Folsom power facilities, in- 
cluding the Nimbus Afterbay and powerplant, $1,880,000 for the 20.5- 
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mile 230-kilovolt steel-tower transmission line, and $7,030,000 for the 
Sly Park project. 

Funds allocated to the Folsom power and transmission facilities, 
including fiscal year 1953, amount to $17,075,000, which is about 38 
percent of the total estimated cost, and funds allocated to the Sly 
Park project amount to $1,559,000, which is about 22 percent of the 
total estimated cost. The appropriations of $16 million and $3,033,000 
recommended by the water-project authority for these items, respec- 
tively, are the amounts which it is estimated could be expended in the 
fiscal year 1954 to expedite their completion so that power and water 

can be made available by them at the earliest possible date. 


WATER RIGHTS 


The Bureau of Reclamation’s estimated cost of acquiring water 
rights for the Central Valley project is $9,223,000. Of this amount 
funds expended and available through the fiscal year 1953 are $7,- 
766,000, leaving about $1,467,000 required to complete the acquisition. 
It is recommended by the Water Project Authority that $582,000 of 
this amount be made available for the fiscal year 1954. 


SACRAMENTO CANALS UNIT 


The Sacramento Valley irrigation canals, now Sacramento canals 
unit, was authorized and added to the Central Valley project by the 
Congress in September 1950 with the provision that no expenditure 
of funds should be made for construction of the project until the 
Secretary of the Interior with the approval of the President has sub- 
mitted to the Congress with respect to such works a completed report 
and findings of feasibility under the provisions of the Federal recla- 
mation laws. Such a report was approved and adopted by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior on May 2, 1952, but no funds have been allotted 
under previous appropriations for the Central Valley project for 
this oa In his report the Secretary of the Interior found that the 
proposed works, with the exception of a small power development 
on one of the canals, near Mooney Island, are economically justified. 
It is recommended by the Water Pr oject Authority that $500,000 be 
allocated in the appropriation for the Central Valley project for the 
fiscal year 1954 for the start of work on this project. 


IRRIGATION DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS 





No appropriation is recommended for the construction of distribu- 
tion systems in the districts which would obtain water supplies from 
the Central Valley project because it is understood that there will be 
a carryover of funds at the end of the present fiscal year in an amount 
adequate to provide for such work in the fiscal year 1954. 


DELTA STEAM-ELECTRIO PLANT 





The Water Project Authority and Governor Warren have made 
representations to the Congress since 1941 in support of the construc- 
tion of the Delta steam-electric plant as an integral part of the Central 
Valley project. It was stated in these representations that the steam 
plant and the high-voltage transmission lines from the hydroelectric 
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plants to Tracy switchyard are required not only to insure maximum 
return on the investment, through the establishment of a fully com- 
petitive power supply, but also to avoid the condition of divided re- 
sponsibility in the operation of the important Tracy pumping plant. 
This pumping plant is one of the key units in an extensive system of 
interdependent parts, and its uninterrupted operation is vital to the 
orderly transfer of water from Shasta and Folsom Reservoirs in the 
Sacramento Valley to lands in the San Joaquin Valley, hundreds of 
miles to the south. The three 230,000-volt transmission circuits which 
have been constructed provide a partially competitive power sup- 
ply but as yet the steam-electric plant to firm this supply and make 
t more valuable and dependable has not been made available. 

Steam-electric support is necessary to firm the variable output of 
the project's hydroelectric plants, and to provide standby generating 
capacity in case of the emergency outage of a transmission line or 
hydroelectric generator. Currently steam-electric support for the 
project is furnished under the provisions of two complementary con- 
tracts between the United States and the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
Under the exchange (or wheeling) contract, which became effective in 
August 1951, the company accepts delivery of power and energy from 
the United States into the system of the company and in exchange 
delivers power and energy to the United States and its customers. 
The sales contract, effective j in December 1951, covers the sale by the 
United States to the company of project hydroelectric power and 
energy not required for the use of the United States and its customers, 
and provides for coordination and integration of the electric systems 
of the United States and the company. 

If the two systems were completely integrated and coordinated 
reasonably satisfactory operation probably would be possible, but the 
contracts are not adequate on this point. Not only are the provisions 
of the sales contract limited as regards firming but the provisions 
of both contracts relating to standby service for the loads of the 
United States and its customers are inadequate. 

Standby service for the United States and its customers under the 
exchange contract is covered by article 11. Standby service under the 
sales contract is covered by article 19. The Tracy pumping plant, 
which is supplied directly from lines of the United States, is included 
among the loads of the United States and its customers for whom 
standby service is provided under the sales contract. The applicable 
portion of article 19 of the sales contract is quoted herewith: 

19. (a) The contractor shall deliver to the United States at the points of 
interconnection provided for in article 17 such power and energy as the con- 
tractor has available above its own requirements, including the requirements 
under this contract, as determined by the contractor, for loads of the United 
States or its customers being served from project facilities, in the event of the 
inability of the United States to meet such load requirements by reason of 
failure or reduction of generation at project plants or failure of project trans- 
mission facilities. 

It is evident that under the contracts the company, and it alone, 
may determine whether it has power and energy “available above its 
own requirements” to supply the loads of the United States and its 
customers in the event of an emergency outage of generation or trans- 
mission facilities of the United States. In respect to standby service, 
therefore, the contracts do not provide the full coordination and 
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integration of the two electric systems which would insure adequate 
continuity and reliability of service for important loads. 

The standby service provided for loads of the United States and 
its customers under the contracts is to be supplied only during outages 
or reductions due to the failure of facilities and not due to inade- 
quacy of water for generation. The steam-electric power and energy 
required for firming the variable hydroelectric output is furnished 
by the company. The provision of firming (as distinguished from 
standby) service for the Tracy pumping plant is not a serious con- 
sideration, inasmuch as the power output of project hydroelectric 
plants is high at the time of water releases for irrigation, which also 
is the time of power requirement for pumping, and the plant has first 
priority on the project power output. On the other hand the firming 
provided, under the sales contract, for certain possible loads of the 
United States and its customers is limited. For example the power 
supply to a Federal agency or preference customer located outside 
of the company’s service area or a privately owned defense plant 
might not be completely firmed in a dry year. 

A further consideration is the fact that the exchange and sales 
contracts may not be retained. Both contracts terminate April 1, 
1961. The sales contract, moreover, contains a cancellation clause 
which permits either party to withdraw, under certain conditions. 

The Delta steam-electric plant should be added to the Central 
Valley project in order to place complete facilities for the operation 
of the Tracy pumping plant, including the standby service for the 
plant which it imperatively requires, solely in the hands of the 
operating agency. Such a steam-electric plant also would compensate 
for the foregoing contract limitations on firming of the power supply 
to certain loads of the United States and its customers. In addition, 
the Delta steam-electric plant would assist in meeting the growing 
power demands as presently estimated for northern California. 

The rating of the proposed Delta steam-electric plant, for firming 
the combined output of the Shasta, Keswick, Folsom, and Nimbus 
power plants, is 330,000 kilowatts. If the preparation of final plans 
for construction of the steam-electric plant were commenced by July 
of this year it is likely that the plant could be completed ahead of the 
1956 power load peak demand, which is assumed to occur in August. 

A study of power loads and resources in northern California was 
made by this office using information available as of January 1953. 
The study indicated that resources would be deficient in 1953, more 
than adequate in 1955, but barely adequate in 1956. This assumed no 
marked acceleration of the defense program and no further delay in 
the construction of scheduled generating capacity. 

The northern California construction schedule calls for the addition 
of more than 1,400,000 kilowatts of dependable generating capacity 
between now and August 1956, of which more than 1,250,000 kilowatts 
is scheduled by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. There have been delays 
in the construction of generating capacity in northern California and 
throughout the country. Even assuming no acceleration of the defense 
program the large additions of generating capacity which have been 
scheduled for atomic energy production could result in further delays 
in the construction of powerplants for other purposes. In view of 
the strong possibility of further delays in northern California’s heavy 
construction schedule, in addition to the fact that the study indicated 
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barely adequate generating reserve for 1956, it appears desirable to 
SC thedule one unit of the Delta steam-electric plant for initial opera- 
tion prior to August 1956. The construction of subsequent units 
could be scheduled to meet: the requirements as they become known. 

It is therefore respectfully requested that an initial appropriation 
in the amount of $5 million be made for the fiscal year 1954 to start 
construction of the Delta steam-electric plant. 

In conclusion, gentlemen, I respectfully request on behalf of the 
Water Project Authority of the State of California that your com- 
mittee recommend an appropriation of not less than $28,615,000 for 
work on the features of the Central Valley project in the fiscal 
year 1954. 

You will note, Mr. Chairman, based on information which we have 
secured from the local regional office, we have stricken out the Kes- 
wick powerhouse and switchyard, in the amount of $53,000; Tracy 
switchyard, $70,000; and the Delta cross channel in the amount of 
$90,000. Those are the items that we have stricken, based on informa- 
tion which we received from the regional office. I do not know whether 
those are in the budget item or not. There is another item in here 
of $12,660,756 for distribution systems which we have stricken out, 
but that is because it is understood or have a carryover of some 
$11 million from the present fiscal yea 

Mr. JeNsEN. It appears that the Ww ater Project Authority of the 
State of California is recommending $28.615,000 out of the $31,918,- 
387, which is requested by the Bureau of Reclamation for the Central] 
Valley project ? 

Mr. Epmonpston. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. It apears that you have not recommended some $3,500,- 
000 worth of items which were in the January budget ? 

Mr. EpmMonston. We have included nothing for “the irrigation dis- 
tribution systems, because of the carryover of $11 million available for 
that purpose. 

Mr. Jensen. You have listed the items that you have eliminated 
from the budget ¢ 

Mr. Epmonston. I have available only the list of items which have 
been recommended by the regional office of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
not the Washington office, and we have left out of the regional office 
list some of the items which we felt should be stricken. 

Mr. Jensen. Those are items which you people recommend not to 
be included in this bill this year? 

Mr. Epmonston. Yes. I just read those into the record, including 
approximately $12 million for the irrigation distribution systems, 
but, as I explained, that was eliminated only because it is understood 
from the information we have had from the Bureau of Reclamation 
that there is a carryover of about $11 million. 

That completes my statement, unless there are some questions you 
desire to ask. 

DISPOSAL OF POWER 


Mr. Exry. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Edmonston and I leave the 
stand, I think it might be useful to leave with you a document cap- 
tioned i taliees Report on Study of Disposal of Electric Power 
Generated at Shasta Dam Powerplant.” 
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This was presented to the interim committee on water problems 
of the California State Legislature at a hearing held in San Fran- 
cisco on February 18-20, 1953, on behalf of the Water Project Au- 
thority of the State of California by Mr. Edmonston and his staff. 

This matter of the disposal of the Central Valley power has come 
under intensive review lately, as you know, and this is a progress re- 
port by the State engineer’s staff. The study is not yet complete, but 
I believe you may find some interesting information in it. I will 
leave that for you. I assume it is too bulky to be printed in your 
rec ord. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. We will be glad to have it. 


SACRAMENTO CONTRACT 


Mr. Edmonston, has your organization taken any position on the 
contract which was entered into between the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Sacramento Municipal Utility District for the delivery of 
power direct from Shasta Dam to Sac ramento ? 

Mr. Epmonston. The water project authority has not taken any 
position in the matter. However, it has the matter under study, in 
response to a letter which was addressed to the water project author- 
ity, dated October 17, 1952, from the chairman of the State legislative 
joint interim committee on water problems. 

The letter reads as follows: 

It has come to the attention of our committee that the United States, acting 
through the Secretary of the Interior and the United States Bureau of Recla- 
mation, region 2, has entered into certain contracts, and proposes other similar 
contracts with various agencies, public and private, for the disposal of electric 
power generated at Shasta Dam powerplants of the Central Valley project. 
The committee proposes to engage in a study of these contracts and for the 
purpose thereof, would appreciate your reply to the following inquiries: 

(1) What is the market value of such power? 

(2) What is the rate properly chargeable for such power, giving considera- 
tion to costs and other factors? 

(3) What is the applicable Federal law governing disposal of such power? 

(4) To what extent do the contracts which have been executed for the dis- 
posal of such power comply with such applicable Federal law? 

In addition to replying to the foregoing specific questions, the committee 
would appreciate any comments you may have to offer which may be pertinent 
to the general subject matter hereof. 

(Signed) J. Howarp WILLIAMS, 
Chairman, Joint Interim Committee on Water Problems. 


Studies were made, and they are still in progress. However, on 
February 19, 1953, 2 progress report was prepared and submitted to 
that committee in San Francisco, which was holding hearings on the 
subject matter. This is in three parts. One isa memorandum on mar- 
ket value of Central Valley project hydroelectric output; the second 
memorandum is on the calculation of revenue to the United States 
under contracts for sale of Central Valley project power; and the 
third memorandum covers applicable Federal law governing the 
disposal of project power, by one of our attorneys. 

The progress report is not complete. However, it does give some 
pertinent information on those various subjects contained in this 
volume, from which I have been reading. 

Mr. Jensen. I have seen newspaper articles from California which 
stated that the irrigators were greatly concerned about this matter, 
because they felt if this contract were entered into, it would not yield 
as much revenue from the power output of the Central Valley projects 
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s would the present contracts with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and 
thus would force the irrigators to pay considerably more for the water 

han if this contract were not entered into. 

Mr. Black, the president of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., appeared 
before the committee last Friday, at which time he gave some figures 
which indicated that there would be a loss of revenue from the Central 

Valley project, if this contract was carried out in accordance with the 

rovisions of the contract in an amount of approximately $65 million 

na period of 40 years. 

[ might say that this committee has always held Mr. Black in the 
lighest regard, because he has been very straightforward and honest 
n his dealings and in the statements which he has made to this com- 
mittee in the past. We are now prone to take Mr. Black’s word for the 
statement that he made here last Friday. 

If Mr. Black’s figures are right, since the irrigators are required 
to pay, by law, a certain portion of the cost of the Central V alley 
project, it holds that the irrigators would be forced to pay over that 
period of 40 years much more than they had expected to pay or iginally. 

If that is the case then, certainly, if that contract goes into effect, the 

rigators of California are going to suffer very substantially. 

Do you have any st: itement to make on that matter? 

Mr. Epmonston. These studies which I have just mentioned are 
still in process and we hope to have them completed within a relatively 

short time, as to what effect these power contracts and the revenues 

vhich will be coming from them would have on the financial feasibility 
of the Central Valley project. 

The studies to date indicate that, for example, the revenue from the 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District for their powerload during 
the calendar year 1951, under that contract to the United ge 
would have been 3.16 mills per kilowatt-hour delivered at Tracy, as 
compared to, I think, about 4.5 mills or 4.6 mills that Pacific G: as & 
Electric is paying for the same power at Tracy. That is under the 
vheeling contract where the United States pays the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. 1 mill per kilowatt-hour for wheeling the power, and then 
the transmission loss comes into effect also. 

Mr. Jensen. There is another thing. The city of Sacramento 
would pay no Federal income tax ? 

Mr. Epmonston. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Jensen. Which amounts to millions of dollars each year which 
the Treasury would suffer if this contract were finally permitted to 
vo into effect. Your authority is now making a study and you 
propose, in due time, to make your position known ? 

Mr. Epmonston. Yes, as to the effect of the contract. 

Mr. Jensen. You will make your position known before that 
contract goes into effect? 

Mr. Epmonston. Well, as I understand it, the contract has been 
fully executed. 

Mr. Jensen. It has been executed but it does not go into effect 
until—— 

Mr. Epmonston. A year from now, as I understand. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, until sometime in 1954. All right, Mr. Ed- 
monston. 

Mr. Epmonston. In conclusion, I want to thank the committee, as 
always, for the courteous hearing it has given us. 
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Contra Costa CANAL 


WITNESSES 


JOHN McFARLAND, GENERAL MANAGER OF EAST BAY MUNICIPAL 
UTILITY DISTRICT 

NORTHCUTT ELY, SPECIAL COUNSEL, EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTIL 
ITY DISTRICT, OAKLAND, CALIF. 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. John W. McFarland. We are pleased to have 
you before the committee again. I think you have been here on 
previous occasions. You may proceed. 

Mr. Evy. Mr. Chairman, I will make a brief introductory state 
ment. I am special counsel of the East Bay Municipal Utility Dis 
trict, Oakland, Calif., with offices in the Tower Building, Washing 
ton 5, D. C. 

We appear here today in respect to an item on which we have had 
the honor to testify before, namely, the question of whether Federal 
funds shall be expended or authorization given for the construction 
of an aqueduct from the Contra Costa C anal, a part of the Central 
Valley project, to the one Contra Costa County Water District, 
in the vicinity of Richmond, Calif. I understand that no item is in 
the budget for that purpose, but that a bill has been introduced to 
authorize the construction of that aqueduct as an extension of the 
Central Valley project. 

I would prefer that the bulk of our time be granted to Mr. McFar- 
land. After he has testified I would like to return to the stand to place 
in the record the record of what this committee and the Congress have 
done in past years on this item, 

Mr. Jensen. Very well. Mr. McFarland. 

Mr. McFartanp. My name is John W. McFarland, general manager 
of East Bay Municipal Utility District. I think I can be rather short 
and sweet this morning. 

You will remember the last 2 years I appeared before this commit 
tee on the matter of the proposed construction of works to bring water 
from the Contra Costa Canal in California to the Southwest Contra 
Costa County Water District. This would be contrary to the in- 
terests of the cities and counties that we have been serving for some 25 
years, 

Last year, in the 1953 Appropriation Act for the Department of the 
Interior, there was a restriction placed on the appropriation to the 
effect that no part of the money appropriated would be spent for the 
southwest Contra Costa water project except for field engineering, 
survey work, and preliminary designs, and that those field engineer- 
ing, survey work, and preliminary designs should include not only 
the economic feasibility of the project, but a study of the distribution 
system that would be required so that the rates required to be charged 
to the ultimate customers could be determined. 

Our information this morning from Mr. Lineweaver is that the 
report is not ready yet, so we are not in position to say we are oppos- 
ing that report, because no report exists. We have been making a 
study of that project ourselves, and we are more than ever convinced 
that it is not feasible and that the costs involved will result in costs of 
water to the customers that will be higher than those we have 
established. 
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I would like to request, in view of the fact the report is not avail 
able, that language be inserted in the appropriation act again prohibit 
ing the use of any money appropriated for this project until author 
ized by Congress. 

There has been introduced in this session of Congress H. R. 3691, a 
bill to authorize the construction of additional works for the extension 
of the Contra Costa Canal into the Southwest Contra Costa Water 
District. That is a means of getting around what we have been oppos- 
ing the past 2 years, and we are just as opposed to this bill as to the 
previous proposed project procedure. 

Mr. JeENsEN. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. McFar.anp. The only concluding remark I would like to make 
is that our own district, which is a publicly owned corporation, is still 
willing and able to serve the needs of the people there. We think we 
are doing a good job, and the majority of the people seem satisfied 
with it. If any problems come up, we are prepared to sit down and 
try to work them out locally without Federal expense. 

Mr. Jensen. Are the people of your area being properly supplied 
with water at the present time / 

Mr. McFartanp. They are being properly supplied. We have a 
reserve that is twice our present demand, and our rates for water are 
the lowest in the San Francisco Bay area. 

I would like to submit this statement for the record. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Without objection it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN W. MCFARLAND, GENERAL MANAGER OF East Bay MUNICIPAL 
UtTimiry District OPPOSING ANY APPROPRIATION FOR A PROPOSED AQUEDUCT FROM 
THE CONTRA COSTA CANAL, CALIF., TO THE SOUTHWEST CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
VATER DIsTRIcT, CALIF. 


Your committee will remember that we have appeared before you for the last 
2 years in opposition to any appropriation for the Bureau of Reclamation to 
construct works to bring water from the Contra Costa Canal in California into 
an area already served by our district, the East Bay Municipal Utility District 
Such a project would result in an entirely unnecessary and undesirable dupli 
cation of our facilities, and would not be in the interests of the cities and counties 
that we serve. 

Last year, after representations before both them House and Senate Subcom 
mittees on Interior Appropriations ,the following restrictions became law in 
the 1952-53 Appropriation Act for the Department of the Interior, and I quote 
from Public Law 470, 82d Congress, chapter 597, 2d session, H. R. 7176: 

“Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be available for other 
than the completion of field engineering, survey work, and preliminary designs 
of the Southwest Contra Costa Water District system, and no repayment enacted 
shall be executed or construction begun until plans have been submitted to and 


approved by Congress through its legislative and appropriation procedures, 
after submission of a report to the Congress by the Secretary of the Interior 
(1) on the cost and feasibility of said project, including the necessary distri 


bution system, and (2) on the rates required to be charged to the ultimate 
customers.” 

Our information is that the report required by Congress in the Interior De 
partment Appropriation Act of 1953 is not yet completed and ready for review 
Therefore we assume that the status quo prevails, and that no money will be 
appropriated for the Bureau to construct this project from the Contra Costa 
Canal to the Southwest Contra Costa Water District. In fact we respectfully 
request that language be inserted into the appropriation act for 1953—4 to spe 
cifically prohibit such a project, unless it has been authorized by an act of 
Congress. 

Incidentally, our own continuing review of this proposed Southwest Contra 
Costa Water District project convinces us more than ever that the costs involved 
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will result in costs of water to the customers (if there really be any such cus- 
tomers) in the Southwest Contra Costa Water District will be higher than our 
own already in effect. 

One further incident has taken place in this matter that perhaps should be 
mentioned in passing: H. R. 3691 has been introduced and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. This bill would authorize the construc- 
tion of additional works for the extension of the Contra Costa Canal to the 
Southwest Contra Costa Water District. This bill is merely another way of 
accomplishing the same project already attempted by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and the Southwest Contra Costa Canal Water District. 

Our opinion is that the introduction of this bill recognizes the infeasibility of 
the plans previously proposed and even admits the probable illegality of the 
previous procedure without an act of Congress. Our opposition to this bill is 
as strong as our opposition during recent years to the previous proposed project. 

Mr. Exy. Mr. Chairman, to review the record of the past action 
of Congress in this matter, I should like to refer first to the report made 
by your committee on the Interior Department appropriation bill for 
fiscal year 1952. At page 10 of that report your committee said: 

Testimony indicates that $630,000 requested for Contra Costa distribution 
system was to be used for initiating construction of an aqueduct to serve the 
Southwest Contra Costa County Water District which is within the boundaries 
of the East Bay Municipal Utility District on the east side of San Francisco Bay. 
Owing to lack of agreement between two competing public agencies the $630,000 
item under reference has been deleted from the approved program. No funds 
in the accompanying bill, or previously appropriated, are to be available for the 
design or construction of works to deliver water within the boundaries of the 
East Bay Municipal Utility District, California. 

The same year the Senate committee took the following action in its 
report on the Interior Department appropriation bill for 1952, at 
page 17: 

The committee has restored $630,000 of the Central Valley project estimate 
specifically for initiation of construction of the Contra Costa County water 
district distribution system only. None of these funds, nor any others in the bill, 
or previously appropriated, are to be used for surveys, or any other work in 
connection with the proposed aqueduct or other water service to the city of 
Richmond. The committee feels the issues between the city of Richmond and 
the East Bay Municipal Utility District should be settled between these agencies 
before the Bureau of Reclamation proceeds further with negotiations or plans 
to serve the city of Richmond with municipal or industrial water supplies. If 
satisfactory agreements cannot be reached, the committee next year will take 
another look at the problem. 

Subsequently, Mr. Chairman, the Southwest Contra Costa County 
Water District, which is organized within the boundaries of the East 
Bay Municipal Utility District on the east side of San Francisco Bay, 
held an election on a proposed contract with the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion for repayment of the cost of this same aqueduct which your 
committee held should not be built or initiated. Upon our inquiry of 
the Reclamation Bureau, Mr. Lineweaver replied there had been no 
contract negotiated and that the contract being put up for vote did 
not bear the signature or approval of the Bureau of Reclamation. 
That election nevertheless carried, on the representation that the 
United States and not the taxpayers of that local district surrounding 
the city of Richmond would bear the cost of the‘aqueduct. 

Subsequently, the southwest district presented to a body organized 
under.the laws of California, the District Securities Commission. 
information regarding that proposed contract. 
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We appeared before your committee again in connection with the 
Interior Department appropriation bill for the fiscal year 1953, and the 
House adopted on the floor an amendment to the 1953 bill, by vote of 
approximately 4 to 1, reading as follows: 

Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be used to carry on field 
engineering survey work, design, or initiate construction of the Southwest Contra 
Costa Water District System to deliver industrial water to the vicinity of Rich- 
mond, Calif. 

Representatives of that district appeared before the Senate com- 

\ittee. We appeared also. The testimony of the representatives 
of the East Bay Municipal Utility District appears at page 1017 of 
hearings before the Senate Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Appropriations on the Interior Department appropriation bill for 
fiscal year 1953. We again presented our objections to the Federal 
Government subsidizing competition in the service of a municipal 
water supply within the boundaries of an existing public district. 

Following that there was adopted in conference, and became part 
of the Interior Department Appropriation Act for fiscal year 1953, 
the following language: 

Provided, That no part of this aepenars shall be available for other than 
the completion of field engineering, survey work, and preliminary designs of 
the Southwest Contra Costa County Wi ater District System and no repayment 
ontract shall be executed or construction begun until plans have been sub 

itted to and approved by the Congress through its legislative and appropria- 
tion procedures, after submission of a report to the Congress by the Secretary 
of the Interior (1) on the cost and feasibility of said project, including the 
necessary distribution system and (2) on the rates required to be charged to 
the ultimate consumers. 

That is in the act. 

In the meantime, as Mr. McFarland has indicated, we are told 
that the work on that survey and report has gone forward in the 

expenditure of that $50,000 and has not yet been completed. 

This project seems to die rather hard. 

On March 5, 1953, there was introduced H. R. 3691 to authorize 
the construction of this same aqueduct as an extension or expansion 
of the Central Valley project, California. It seems to be recognized, 
by the introduction of that bill, for the first time, that there is no 
existing authorization for the construction of that aqueduct. How- 
ever, in view of he persistence with which this drive for publicly 
subsidized municipal water supply is revived, we ask there be included 
in the appropriation bill now before you for 1954 language substan- 
tially to the following effect : 

No funds appropriated by this or any previous act shall be used for the 
construction of an aqueduct or extension of the Contra Costa Canal to the South 
west Contra Costa County Water District or city of Richmond, Calif.; and no 
contract shall be negotiated by the United States or any officer thereof for the 
construction or financing of such aqueduct or canal unless and until the con- 
struction of the same shall have been specifically authorized by act of Congress. 

The purpose of this proposed amendment is to prevent not only 
the construction of this project, or the initiation of construction, but 
to prevent our being confronted, and your being confronted, by the 
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accomplished fact of a contract of repayment being executed bet ween 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the southwest district, and with the 
momentum of that behind it, to again seek piecemeal appropriations 
to get the work launched. In view of the persistence with which the 
Reclamation Bureau and this southwest district have proceeded, we 
think it desirable to have prohibition of any executive or legislative 
finding that might authorize this project. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Ely and Mr. McFarland, I can assure you gen- 
tlemen that the committee will give due consideration to this request, 
and I feel that your appearance here is proper and in line with good 
practice. 

Mr. Evy. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Jensen. Let me say this for the record. This committee is 
glad to have the testimony of you gentlemen regarding this matter. 
We have never denied anyone the privilege of coming before this 
committee to testify in favor of this project. The facts are that no 
one except the Bureau of Reclamation has ever made a request to come 
before this committee to testify in favor of this project. 

I have learned that there has been some criticism of you gentle- 
men and of this committee which would indicate that some ‘people 
who apparently are very reckless with the truth have said that they 
had never had an opportunity to come before this committee in favor 
of this project. I want the record to show that those people, nor 
anyone else other than the officials of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
have made a request to appear before this committee in favor of this 
project; and I hope that in the future those people who have made 
those accusations against you gentlemen and against this committee 
will be a little more careful with the use of the truth. 

Mr. Norreti. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that I have been 
a member of aisnimiatainn a long time, at least 11 or 12 years, and I 
o not know in that period of time of any man who has requested to 
le heard before this subcommittee that was not permitted to come, 
whether he was for or against a project. If I were out there, or 
anywhere else, and wanted to come before _— subcommittee and 
testify during any hearings this year, next year, or the next, I would 
write a letter to the chairman of the cabhdaiabiteais I would send a 
copy of: that letter to the members of the subcommittee, and I would 
ask to be heard. I think that request would be very graciously re- 
ceived and granted. You come before the committee ‘from year to 
year to advocate what you are for. 

But I do want to say this in conclusion, that if we are to believe 
the evidence before this subcommittee, there is now and definitely 
has been for a long period of time a conflict of interest between the 
irrigation angle of these projects in California and the power angle. 
And if we are to believe the evidence we have—I am not a power 
engineer and do not know what the situation is—but as a member 
of the subcommittee and as a lawyer and an acting judge of the evi- 
dence before this subcommittee, there is definitely a conflict of interest 
between irrigation and power. 
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We have the testimony at this time that without any increase in 
xisting rates of power, if the power should be sold to the utility 
t there where it is produced, all of the cost of transmission lines 
nd substations and meters installed for consumers, and the other 
yramiding expenses of the retailing of power, would be saved, and 
hat that would amount to about $6 million a year. That saving, 
erefore, with existing rates for power not increased 1 iota, would 
vo toward the liquidation of the irrigation features of the water end 
f the project. 
To me $6 million a year is a lot of money, and I imagine it would 
e to the water users out there in California. If that is the truth, it 
something that the irrigation men ought to think about and ought 
io do something about. I do not know what the truth is, but if that 
not the truth. this subcommittee is entitled to know what is the 


truth. 


Mr. Evy. Mr. Chairman, the matter Mr. Norrell just spoke of is 


one referred to by Mr. Edmonston with respect to the studies under 


iy by the State as to the effect of the Reclamation Bureau’s power 
ontracts. 

The matter to which Mr. McFarland has addressed himself is an 

entirely different, and in some Ways even more serious, issue than 

he power issue you have just mentioned. I do not know of any place, 
th 1 or 2 exceptions, where the Federal Government has gone into 
business of providing a municipal water supply. It is contro 
versial enough when the United States builds power features of the 
type you have described, but if the United States is to start in the 
usiness of municipal water supply, and to build an aqueduct such 
s the city of New York has built, or the metropolitan district of 
California has built at a cost of two-hundred-million-odd dollars, or 
to compete with the aqueduct and works of the East Bay Municipal 
tility District, which that district was built at a cost of $150 million, 
then the Federal Government is embarking on a program which Con- 
cress has never authorized, and which cannot be justified, as a matter 
of principle. 

This Richmond aqueduct would cost the Federal Government about 
+10 million. The same service is performed by the East Bay Munici- 

al Utility District without a penny of cost to the Feder: al Govern- 
ment. The question is whether the United States is going to intrude 
iself into the local water-distribution business, quite apart from the 
other controversial field of power. The Central Valley project does 
not include this proposed aqueduct, and it should not. 

Mr. Norretit. What I am trying to leave is the idea that other 
citizens, when they are against a project, as you are this morning 
ind we appreciate your testimony, and, frankly, I see the thing as 
vou do—there is no reason why they should not do the same thing. 

Mr. Ery. We have always been heard very courteously and very 
freely by this committee, and I am very sure that anyone who had 
contrary views would be heard with equal courtesy. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, gentlemen. 
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Monpay, Marcu 30, 1953. 
NortH Dakora RECLAMATION PROJECTS 


WITNESSES 


HON. USHER L. BURDICK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 

HON. OTTO KRUEGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 

EARLE F. TUCKER, COMMISSIONER, NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER 
CONSERVATION COMMISSION, AND REPRESENTING GOV. NOR- 
MAN BRUNSDALE 

OSCAR LUNSETH, COMMISSIONER, NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER 
CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

JAMES J. FLANNERY, ALDERMAN OF THE CITY OF JAMESTOWN, 
REPRESENTING LOCAL INTERESTS 

HERMAN H. JOOS, REPRESENTING JAMESTOWN CHAMBER OF COM- 
MERCE AND OTHER LOCAL INTERESTS 

A. R. WEINHANDL, PRESIDENT, MISSOURI-SOURIS PROJECTS ASSO- 
CIATION, AND REPRESENTING MINOT ASSOCIATION OF COM- 
MERCE 

OSCAR N. BERG, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, MISSOURI-SOURIS PROJ- 
ECTS ASSOCIATION 

FRED W. MEES, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF MOTT 

VICTOR M. EDMAN, PRESIDENT, MINNKOTA POWER COOPERATIVE, 
INC. 

ANDREW L. FREEMAN, MANAGER, MINNKOTA POWER COOPERA- 
TIVE, INC. 

FRED J. FREDRICKSON, REPRESENTING THE GREATER NORTH 

DAKOTA ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Jensen. We are glad to have before the committee this morning 
our good colleagues, Congressman Burdick and Congressman Krueger, 
of North Dakota, along with a number of our good friends from 
North Dakota who are interested in the irrigation, reclamation, and 
hydroelect rie power projects in that State. 

Mr. Burdick, did you want to introduce these people? 

Mr. Burpick. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. You may proceed. 


GENERAL 





STATEMENT 


Mr. Burprcx. On the general proposition of what we are here for, 
I want to say we appreciate this committee, and especially the chair- 
man, because when you were chairman before in the 80th Congress 
we got greater aid to reclamation in our section than ever before, 
and we feel we are among friends when we present these matters to 
you, because it is a question of developing the West. We are not 

responsible for the West at all, but we live there, and we want to make 
use of the West to the greatest possible e xtent. 

A lot of people say we are spending too much money on reclamation. 
According to Mr. Fredrickson’s figures, from the time this program 
was initiated in 1902 to the present time, we have spent $2,940,000,000 
on this program. That is not a great deal of money when you con- 
sider that yesterday we promised to give Great Britain $1,250,000,000 
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with no time set when to pay it back, in order to support the British 
pound. In supporting the British pound to 50 percent gold, it re- 
duces our money 5 percent lower than it should be. This did not 
come through Congress, but through the stabilization organization. 
In one country alone, Great Britain, we have spent $50,000,000,000 
since 1917, and yesterday $1,250,000,000 so they can crown the Queen. 
When we compare that to what we have done for reclam: ition, it seems 
we are not asking anything, because these are repayment projects, and 
so far as reclamation is concerned in the West, these payments are 
made. 

The various items that we appear here for, while I am acquainted 
with them generally, there are men here who are specialists on these 
particular matters, whom I shall introduce, and I think they will go 
further than any testimony I can give. 

Before calling on these men I would like to call on my colleague, 
Mr. Krueger, for a short statement of his views. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Krueger. We will be glad to have your 
statement. 

Mr. Krurcer. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, this 
is my first appearance before a congressional committee. My ex- 
perience has been on the other side of the table. My brief remarks on 
the proposals before this group will center principally on the irrigation 
phase related to the diversion project from the Garrison Dam. This 
seems to be the most feasible, the most economical method of bringing 

water to a million acres in North Dakota. 

Practically all of this area will produce a fair grain crop in normal 
years. But it is also an area where an inch or two of rainfall at the 
right time means the difference between a comfortable living and a 
struggle for existence. I speak for the development of this project 
not as high-profit venture, but as a stabilizing project for many hun- 
dreds of established farm operators. If only a few acres per quarter 
section can have the benefits of a controlled water supply it means 
that there will be that extra stack of alfalfa hay behind the barn, that 
the silo will be filled, that the garden stuff will be in the cellar, that 
om” in and beast will be able to carry through the season. That is the 
best foundation I can think of for a stable economy and a secure people. 

I was a Red Cross director during the drought of the thirties. I 
know what it meant not to be able to grow enough feed for a single 
cow to provide milk for the children, not to be able to raise potatoes 
enough for the winter. I know the fruitless miles traveled in search 
of hay and of straw and the prices paid for very inferior quality. 
This memory is still vivid in the minds of my people. They are will- 
ing to do their share in this development. To them it will be insur- 
ance against the devastation of drought, against the insecurity that 
breeds radical thought and social destruction. 

This is a feasible plan to give stability to farming operations over 
amillion acres. This is not a vision that would transform a desert into 
a paradise. It isa practical plan that will give security to established 
farming operations. 

I would like also to urge consideration of the power transmission 
lines and substations, previously justified before this committee by the 
Bureau. Especially needed in the orderly distribution of power are 
the Fargo-Jamestown and Lakota-Grand Forks transmission lines. 

I have gone over the material that will be presented to you now by 
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the gentlemen from my State in their own way. The requests are 
reasonable and deserve your earnest consideration. I thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Burpicx. I now desire to introduce Mr. Earle F. Tucker, 
commissioner, North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission, 
and representing Gov. Norman Brunsdale of North Dakota. 

(The following statement was made by Mr. Tucker :) 


STATEMENT OF EARLE F. TUCKER, COMMISSIONER, NorTH DAKOTA STATE WATER 
CONSERVATION COMMISSION, BISMARCK, N. DAK. 


Mr Chairman, my name is Earle F. Tucker, and I am a resident of Bismarck, 
N. Dak., where for many years I have been engaged in the automobile business. 
1 am a member of the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission, 
which is the official State agency, having jurisdiction and control over the State’s 
water resources. 

Our Governor, the Honorable Norman Brunsdale, is chairman of the commis- 
sion, and, because of his inability to be here today, and in his absence and at his 
request, I have the honor to represent him and our commission before this com- 
mittee. 

The North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission has always ¢co- 
operated in every way possible with the Bureau of Reclamation in a program of 
water resources development, looking toward the ultimate irrigation up to 
million acres of land in the State. This, of course, is a long-range program which 
will require several generations to accomplish. 

There are, however, many features with which we are immediately concerned, 
and which can be completed within a comparatively short time, if given the 
necessary funds. It is these units of the overall development to which I wish 
to speak. They are all features of the authorized Pick-Sloan plan for the 
development of the Missouri River Basin, referred to as the Missouri River 
Basin project. 

PHASE A 
Fort Peck project 

The Fort Peck project in northeastern Montana and northwestern North 
Dakota, Consists of transmission lines and other electrical facilities necessary 
to market the power generated at the Fort Peck powerplant. Of the funds 
requested by the Bureau, I understand that $91,000 is for work in North Dakota. 


Dickinson unit 


About $1,000 is needed next year for negotiating a repayment contract with 
prospective irrigators so that construction of the irrigation works may soon be 
undertaken in the Dickinson unit. The dam and reservoir were completed 
and repayment contract for the city’s share for municipal water supply was 
entered into several years ago. I am happy to say that all payments are 
current. 


Jamestown unit 


Approximately $1,657,000 is requested with which to complete the James- 
town Dam and Reservoir. These facilities are more than half complete, and, 
it is my understanding that given the funds, the same can be entirely completed 
during the calendar year 1953 and available to capture the spring flood of 
1954. Other features of the unit, including the development of trial irrigation 
tracts in the Oakes vicinity, will be continued. About 10,000 acres will ulti- 
mately be served by pumping from the James River. 


Transmission division 


The so-called transmission division includes the necessary facilities to market 
power generated by Missouri Basin plants. This market includes North and 
South Dakota, Nebraska, portions of Montana, and other States. Of the total 
estimate for this work, $4,590,000 is needed for the North Dakota line exten- 
sions and substations. These are: 

Completion of the Lakota substation, continuing construction on the Bismarck- 
Mobridge transmission line and substations at Bismarck, Jamestown, Fargo, and 
Grand Forks. The Jamestown-Fargo transmission line and the Lakota-Grand 
Forks transmission line will be placed under construction contract. Construc- 
tion of an extension from the Garrison-Voltaire line to Garrison Switchyard. 
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Installation of the Heart Butte irrigation pumping-plant substations will 
begin, and the Edgeley-Ellendale transmission line, and the Ellendale substation 
and the Valley City substation additions will be placed under contract. 


PHASE B 


Souris Loop, Devils Lake-Warwick, and Eddy, Foster, Wells Counties areas 

In the north and central North Dakota are many large areas, totaling more 
than 1 million acres, which are suitable for irrigation. This development is 
commonly referred to as the Missouri-Souris division. It is my understanding 
that, with an appropriation of at least $1 million, the remaining detailed sur- 
veys and investigational work and studies could be accelerated by 2 years. 
Mott Dam 


The proposed dam for flood control, irrigation, and other uses on the Cannon 
ball River near Mott, N. Dak., is another unit in phase B of the Missouri Basin 
project. The commission feels that funds should be made available to complete 
the studies on this development. 


PHASE ( 


Knife River division, Cedar, Bowman-Haley units 

Money requests for phase C work in the basin include funds for continuing 
investigations in the Knife River division, on the Cedar, Bowman-Haley, and 
other units in North Dakota. It is hoped that your committee will provide 
the Bureau with ample funds for this work, as well as funds for general 
investigations in other areas of the reclamation West. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to express for myself and for our State water com- 
mission our deep gratitude to all the members of this committee for the courteous 
and sympathetic treatment we have always received. You have treated us fairly 
in the past, and we are confident you will do so in the future. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Tucker. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Burpick. The next witness is Mr. Oscar Lunseth, who is an- 
other commissioner of the North Dakota State Water Commission 
who wanted to appear before the committee. I would suggest that 
le file his statement and make some comments on it if he wishes 
to do so. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Lunseth. 

Mr. Lunseru. I am Oscar Lunseth, of Grand Forks, N. Dak., and 
I am a member of the North Dakota State Water Conservation Com- 
Inission. 

There are just 1 or 2 points I want to emphasize. 

I wish to bring to your attention the need for a continued program 
of appropriations for these water developments in North Dakota 
which will give assurance to our young people, and especially to the 
younger generations of farmers, that there is and will be a program 
which will enable them to prosper as farmers in areas of sometimes 
(leficient moisture. 

In order to make this possible, it is necessary that the water pro- 
gram should be an orderly, continued development reaching into the 
future, and the rate to which the farmers and the people of the 
affected areas can become adapted. 

Based on the information we have, we feel that it is necessary to 
increase the appropriation above the estimate because we feel it is 
not adequate. The key structure in the beginning of irrigation in 
North Dakota is a pumping plant at Snake Creek Dam, and we think 
for a couple of reasons it should be built first because of economy, 
as we can build it now while the stream is about dry. The Army 





engineers have already built an embankment there; and, fortunately 
and with foresight, they built it of impervious materials, so that it 
will be suitable as a dam. 

So, we would like to have an accelerated program by the Bureau 
because if we can get an appropriation of about $1 million we could 
then accelerate this program which would advance it for us about 
2 years, There are some important savings ne tae accrue, $134 
million in the actual construction costs, and $1,175,000-under this 
modified plan for the district would be saved in mei operation and 
maintenance costs. 

We are very cognizant of and approve of the trend of the Federal 
Government to economize; yet we think it is sound business to pre- 
serve what we have and to provide for the future. 

I will file this statement with you and also a copy of the resolution 
adopted by the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commis- 
sion approving the diversion of water from Garrison Dam. 

(The statement, together with the resolution above referred to, 
is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF OSCAR LUNSETH, COMMISSIONER, NORTH DAKOTA STATE WATER 
CONSERVATION ©OMMISSION, GRAND Forks, N. Dax. 


Mr. CHAIRMAN : I am Oscar Lunseth, of Grand Forks, N. Dak., and am a member 
of the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission. I appear in behalf 
of appropriations for the reclamation program in North Dakota. 

As Mr. Tucker has just stated, our State water commission has, for many years, 
cooperated with the Bureau of Reclamation in the development of the water 
resources of North Dakota. This program includes the control and conservation 
of flood and other waters and the irrigation of more than a million acres of 
land. This will substantially contribute to a stabilized agriculture and economy 
for our State. 

I wish to bring to your attention the need for a continued program of appro- 
priations for these water developments in North Dakota which will give assur- 
ance to our young people and, especially, to the younger generations of farmers, 
that there is and will be a program which will enable them to prosper as farmers 
in areas of sometimes deficient moisture. 

In order to make this possible, it is necessary that the water program should 
be an orderly, continued development reaching into the future, and at a rate 
to which the farmers and the people of the affected area can become adapted. 

Great oil fields have recently been discovered in North Dakota, and all the 
attendant businesses in connection therewith, are rapidly developing. However, 
during and long after this oil development ceases to exist, there will still be 
need for agriculture, our basic industry. 

Based on the information we have, we feel that the estimates for the Missouri- 
Souris division of the program of water development in North Dakota is not 
adequate. An appropriation of at least $1 million for fiscal year 1954 would 
accelerate the development by 2 years. We believe it is essential for the following 
reasons : 

1. Included in the Corps of Engineers, Garrison Dam project is the building 
of an embankment on Snake Creek to confine the waters of the Garrison Res- 
ervoir and to carry Federal Highway 83 and the Soo Line Railroad. This 
embankment or dam will be the key structure in the modified plan, using Garri- 
son water for irrigation of North Dakota lands and diversion to Devil’s Lake, 
the Souris, James, and Sheyenne Rivers for domestic, municipal, industrial, and 
other uses. 

2. We feel it is necessary to increase the estimates for reasons of economy. 

In connection with the Snake Creek Dam, a pumping plant should be built 
while the stream bed is dry. It will then cost much less to build. 

The closure of the Garrison Dam is scheduled for June 1953. The gradual 
storage of excess Missouri waters in the reservoir will then begin. Precipitation 
in the watershed will determine the rate of fill or rise of water above the dam. 
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The Corps of Engineers plan to build the pumping-plant structure and install 
the necessary pumps and machinery. They, fortunately and with foresight, built 
the Snake Creek embankment of impervious materials. 

An accelerated program by the Bureau, through the requested increased 
appropriation, will enable the Bureau to complete the definite plan report of 
irrigation and diversion phases. This will supply the needed information 
preliminary to actual construction of the pumping plant. 

The information will include specifications relating to the size of pumps, rate 
of flow, power requirements, and all other related information. 

The modified plan, as now proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation and ap- 
proved by the North Dakota State Water Commission, will serve the same number 
of acres and almost the same number of communities as included in the original 
Fort Peck diversion plan, but it will cost considerably less. 

The estimated savings, in construction costs alone, would be $134 million, and 
annual savings in power, operation, and maintenance under the modified plan 
for diversion from Garrison Reservoir will exceed $1,175,000. 

On February 18, 1953, the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commis- 
sion adopted a resolution expressing its endorsement of the modified plan. Mr. 
Chairman, I wish to offer a copy of this resolution for insertion in the record. 

We are cognizant of and approve the trend in Federal Government to econ- 
omize. We recognize the enormity of your task in allocating funds for the 
many functions of Government, and knowing and recognizing these things, we 
believe it is sound and constructive business to preserve what we have and pro 
vide for the future. 

Concluding, I wish to associate myself with the statement of Mr. Tucker, re 
garding all the other project items he mentioned. 

Mr. Chairman, I deeply appreciate this opportunity to present these additional 
views of the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission to this 
committee. 

I thank you again for this privilege. 


RESOLUTION 


The following resolution was presented by Commissioner Lunseth who moved 
its adoption which motion was seconded by Commissioner Einar Dahl: 

“Whereas K. F. Vernon, regional director of region VI, United States Bureau 
of Reclamation, at a public meeting held in the State Capitol at Bismarck, 
N. Dak., on the 18th day of February 1953, submitted to the North Dakota State 
Water Conservation Commission, representatives of the North Dakota Re- 
clamation Association, and the Missouri-Souris Projects Association and to others 
in attendance, his report on additional investigations and desirable modifications 
in plans for the Missouri-Souris division, Missouri River Basin project including 
diversion of waters from the Missouri River from the Garrison Reservoir at the 
Snake Creek Dam to serve lands in the Souris River loop area, and central and 
eastern North Dakota to restore Devils Lake and to supplement the flows of the 
James, Sheyenne, and Red Rivers; and 

“Whereas the claim advantages for diverting water from the Missouri River 
at the Garrison Reservoir to North Dakota lands instead of from the Missouri 
diversion dam below the Fort Peck Dam as originally proposed are set forth in 
said report ; and 

“Whereas it is recommended in said report that the selection of the Garrison 
Reservoir as the point of diversion to North Dakota lands be approved as a basis 
for continued investigations of the utilization features of the plan of develop- 
ment of the Missouri-Souris division, Missouri River Basin project : Now, there- 
fore, be it 

“Resolved, That the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission 
does hereby express its endorsement of the recommendation in said report and 
does hereby urge the Secretary of the Interior to direct the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion to continue and to complete its investigations, studies and plans of the 
proposed modified plan of diverting water for beneficial use in North Dakota 
from the Missouri River at the Garrison Reservoir without delay so that con- 
struction of the facilities proposed can be accomplished as soon as possible; and 
be it further 

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the North Dakota State Water Conservation 
Commission is directed to send a copy of this resolution to Senators William 
Langer and Milton R. Young, Congressmen Usher L. Burdick and Otto Krueger, 
Hon. Douglas McKay, Secretary of the Interior and Hon. Fred G. Aandahl, Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Interior.” 
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Mr. Jensen. | believe our old friend Einar Dahl had something to 
do with that resolution, did he not ? 

Mr. Lunsetu. Yes. 

Mr. JENSEN. I saw his name there. He is a very fine man. Give 
him our very best. 
Mr. Lunseru. His wife is very sick, and he cannot be here today. 
Mr. JENSEN. I am sorry to hear that; he is a great fellow. 





JAMESTOWN UNIT 





Mr. Burpick. Our next witness is Mr. James J. Flannery, who is an 
alderman of the city of Jamestown. He wants to file a statement and 
make a 2-minute talk on the statement. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Flannery. 

Mr. Frannery. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is James J. Flannery; my home is in Jamestown, in the James 
River Basin, N. Dak., where I have lived for more than 42 years. 

Now, if you will, proceed to the second page. 

Severe flooding in the James River in the past has cane much 
damage to both urban and rural property. The floods of 1943, 1948, 
and 1950 were especially disastrous. Losses from the 1950 flood alone, 
exceeded $2,500,000. 

It is the hope of the affected people in this area that you will pro- 
vide sufficient funds in the next appropriation for this dam and 
reservoir to complete the project. It is my understanding that, given 
the money, the contractor can complete it during the calend: ir year 
195 

I sincerely thank the chairman and the members of the committee 
for permitting me to make this presentation. The courtesy accorded 
me is greatly appreciated by myself and those I represent. 

Thank you. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Flannery is as follows:) 














STATEMENT OF JAMES J. FLANNERY, Criry ALDERMAN, JAMESTOWN, N. DAK, 






















JAMESTOWN DAM AND RESERVOIR, N. DAK. 














Mr. Chairman, my name is James J. Flannery, and my home is in Jamestown, 
in the James River Basin, N. Dak., where I have lived for more than 42 years, 

| appear in my capacity as a longtime alderman of the city of Fumianaand asa 
director of the North Dakota Reclamation Association and also of the James 
River Valley Association of North and South Dakota, and as a representative 
of the Jamestown Chamber of Commerce and the areas in the basin lying down- 
stream from my city, to respectfully request that sufficient funds be made 
available for the completion of the Jamestown Dam and Reservoir in fiscal year 
1954. 

This dam is located on the James River, about a quarter of a mile north of 
Jamestown. It is a key structure in the Missouri-Souris division of the compre- 
hensive Pick-Sloan plan for the development of the Missouri River Basin as 
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944. The structure will be 1,400 feet 
long and 80 feet high, is of the earth-fill type, and will create a reservoir having a 
capacity of 230,000 acre-feet. 

The project will serve many purposes, but initially it will provide much 
needed flood protection for the city of Jamestown and downstream communities. 
Eventually, it will provide water for the irrigation of more than 10,000 acres of 
land by impounding return irrigation flows from portions of the Carrington, 
Fessenden, New Rockford, and Harvey areas and releases from the Lonetree 
Reservoir. Conservation storage will supply municipal and industrial water to 
downstream cities and, also, provide additional recreational opportunities and 
contribute to fish and wildlife preservation in the basin. 
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Severe flooding in the James River in the past has caused much damage to 
both urban and rural property. The floods of 1948, 1948, and 1950 were espe- 
cially disastrous. Losses from the 1950 flood, alone, exceeded $2.5 million. 

Because of the liberal appropriation last session, and the long construction 
season last year, the dam is approxisately 60 percent completed. It is the hope 

the affected people in the James River Basin that you will provide sufficient 
funds in the next appropriation for this dam and reservoir to complete the 
project. It is my understanding that given the money, the contractor can 
complete it during calendar year 1953. 

I sincerely thank the chairman and members of the committee for permitting 
me to make this presentation, The courtesy accorded me is greatly appreciated 
by myself and by those 1 represent 


Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Flannery 

Mr. Burpick. Our next witness is Mr. Herman H. Joos, representing 
the Jamestown Chamber of Commerce. He will file his statement 
for the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HERMAN H., JOOS, JAMESTOWN, STUTSMAN CouNTY, N. Dak. 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Herman H. Joos, of Jamestown, Stutsman County, 
N. Dak. I am cochairman of the water resources committee of the Jamestown 
Chamber of Commerce, and a director of the Missouri-Souris Projects Asso- 
ciation, 

I have lived in North Dakota 36 years and am engaged in farming in Stutsman 
and Wells Counties. Our farming operations consist of livestock, grain, and 
legumes. We are located in the proposed irrigation areas in the James River 
Basin. 

At the present time, I am employed as district field-representative of the 
North Dakota Farm Bureau. I come in contact with a great many farm 
operators, both grain and livestock, throughout the proposed irrigation region 
and they express both interest in and concern over our water-development pro- 
gram on the James River, and, also, on the overall Missouri River development. 

1952 brought to mind the drought years of 1933 and 1934, when the central 
and western farmers experienced drastic economical disaster due to lack of 
adequate moisture to produce sufficient feed and grain to maintain foundation 
herds. 

The proposed irrigation feature of the Jamestown unit promises the farmers of 
the area an opportunity to develop irrigation to such an extent that roughage 
will always be available for the maintenance of both beef and dairy herds. 

The flood-control feature of the Jamestown Dam will protect Jamestown and 
downtown communities from recurring disastrous floods, such as we have 
experienced in the years of 1948, 1948 and 1950. 

Availability of an unlimited supply of water for domestic, municipal, and 
industrial use for Jamestown’s 14,000 inhabitants and downstream areas will 
be of great importance. 

It will also improve the ground-water supply for rural use. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to join in the statement of Mr. Flannery and in his 
support of the budget estimate for the Jamestown Dam and Reservoir project. 
With an appropriation in the amount of the budget estimate of $1,657,000, I feel 
positive that the Jamestown Dam can and will be completed before the end of 
this year. 

I wish to express my sincere appreciation for your courtesy in affording me 
the opportunity to make this presentation. 


MISSOURI-SOURIS PROJECT 


Mr. Burvicx. Mr. A. R. Weinhandl, president of the Missouri- 
Souris Projects Association and representing the Minot Association 
of Commerce, is our next witness. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Weinhandl, I am pleased to see you again. The 
last time I saw you was in your own home bailiwick sometime last fall. 

T want to say that the people of Minot treated me most graciously, 
and I met an awful lot of your fine folks up there. I have been in 
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North Dakota, of course, many times before. I have served here in 
Congress with Congressman Burdick for many years. We have been 
very close together. He is one of the most convincing fellows in the 
world, you know. When he says that you have to have this in order 
to get along in your great State, it is pretty hard to go up against him. 

Mr. Wernuanpt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Iam very glad to see Congressman Otto Krueger here. 
I met Mr. Otto Krueger for the first. time last fall, and I was im- 
pressed by him the minute I heard him make a talk. I knew that 
here was a fellow who said what he thought and who would fight for 
the things that he thought were right. 

I was real happy that you folks saw fit to send Mr. Otto Krueger 
down here to work with us. 

Mr. Krurcer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wetnnanpi. We are very proud to have him here and I do 
want to say that we were very proud to have you at Minot, and we hope 
that you will come back there very soon. We hope to have you and 
the entire committee there sometime this summer, during the closure 
of the Garrison Dam. 

Mr. Jensen. I can assure vou that every member of the committee 
would like to go to North Dakota any time it is possible to go, but 
you know, the members of this committee, like most of the other Mem- 
bers of Congress, when Congress is in session, stick pretty close to 
their job. 

Mr. Wernnanp.. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. But, after all, that is what we are elected for, and 
that is what we get paid for. Most of the Members of Congress are 
conscientious in their work and they do stay pretty close to their post 
of duty. 

All right, Mr. Weinhandl. 

Mr. Wernnanpbt. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
my name is A. R. Weinhandl, and I live in the city of Minot, N. Dak., 
where I am engaged in a general banking business. My appearance 
this morning, however, is in my capacity as president of the Missouri- 
Souris Projects Association, director of the North Dakota Reclama- 
tion Association, and representative of the Minot Association of 
Commerce. 

I am filing a copy of this statement with you. I am not going to 
read it in detail because Mr. Berg will touch on some of the items also, 
but I would like to say that in my daily business as a banker, and an 
active participant in the soil conservation, livestock, and other agri- 
cultural programs I come in personal contact with more farmers than 
businessmen. 

From these activities I know that the agricultural economy, during 
the past 2 years, has suffered a severe setback because of deficient 
moisture. 

I will just continue by saying that Mr. Lunseth has already told 
you that we are asking for an appropriation of approximately $1 
million. This amount would be used by the Bureau of Reclamation 
in advancing plans for the diversion of irrigation water to a point 
where definite plans can be furnished by the Corps of Engineers by 
the end of this calendar year, and thus avoid a delay or a modifica- 
tion of construction now in progress by the Corps of Engineers. 
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Therefore, I respectfully urge that you give favorable considera- 
I y urg x 

tion to an appropriation of at least $1 million so that the Missouri- 

Souris program can be expedited. 

I do again want to say that it has certainly been a privilege to be 
here, and to say to you again and to your committee, thank you very 
much for the time you have given us. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Weinhand] is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF A, R. WEINHANDL, MINOT, N. DAK. 


Mr. Chairman, my name is A. R. Weinhandl, and I live in the city of Minot, 
N. Dak., where I am engaged in a general banking business. My appearance this 
morning, however, is in my capacity as president of the Missouri-Souris Projects 
Association, director of the North Dakota Reclamation Association and repre- 
sentative of the Minot Association of Commerce. 

The chairman and members of this committee will, perhaps, recall that I 
and others of this group have appeared before your committee annually for 
something like 10 years seeking funds for the Bureau of Reclamation for carry- 
ing out the authorized program of water resource development in North Dakota, 

Right here I want to commend this committee for previous reclamation ap- 
propriations for use in our State. Our group feels that your committee has an 
intimate knowledge of the reclamation program in the West. We further feel 
that each one of the committee understands the need for, and the many problems 
involved in, irrigation farming. 

Such knowledge and understanding have only been obtained through intensive 
studies of the matter and personal visitations to many of the irrigation projects, 
including the Missouri-Souris. 

In referring to past appropriations for reclamation work in North Dakota, I 
cannot help but feel that the funds provided the Bureau have not always been 
put to the wisest use, nor has the work been prosecuted with the diligence we 
expected. I particularly refer to the Bureau’s years of surveys, investigations 
and studies in the Missouri-Souris area. Year after year, your committee has 
recommended, and the Congress has approved, funds for this development, yet, 
today we find ourselves no nearer to actual construction than we were 5 years 
ago. 

To compensate for this seemingly unnecessary delay, we are now asking for a 
substantial increase in the 1953 budget estimate to accelerate the work sched- 
uled in the Missouri-Souris Division by at least 2 years. 

In my daily business as a banker, and an active participant in the soil con- 
servation, livestock, and other agricultural programs I come in personal contact 
with more farmers than businessmen. From these activities I know that the 
agricultural economy, during the past 2 years, has suffered a severe setback 
because of deficient moisture. The prospect so far this year is even less en- 
couraging. Right now farmers are debating whether to seed and plant It 
appears that we are threatened with a period of drought as serious as that of 
the 1930's. If such conditions again develop the concern will be more for family 
subsistence needs and livestock feed, rather than profits. 

At the risk of repeating what I may have said in previous appearances, the 
people of the Missouri-Souris area and other local interests have shown their 
genuine and continued interest in that development in many ways. Hundreds 
of active workers have for years devoted much time and energy to its promotion. 
Farm groups, such as soil-conservation districts, cattlemen’s associations, and 
other farm organizations, have by many resolutions endorsed the Missouri- 
Souris project and requested its construction accelerated. A few years ago 
about 5,000 farmers signed petitions, which were presented to the Congress, 
expressing their need for irrigation water and agreeing to contract for repayment. 
And, more than that, we have spent over $150,000 in furthering and advancing 
this unit. 

Mr. Chairman, it is our understanding that the investigational work and 
studies on the Missouri-Souris project could be advanced 2 years if an appro- 
priation of $1 million were made available for the fiscal year 1954. 

This item would be used by the Bureau of Reclamation in advancing plans 
for diverstion of irrigation water to a point where definite details can be fur- 
nished to the Corps of Engineers by end of this calendar year, and thus avoid 
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a delay or a modification of construction now in progress by the Corps of 
Engineers, 

I therefore respectfully urge that you give favorable consideration to an appro- 
priation of at least $1 million so that the Missouri-Souris program can be 
expedited. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it certainly has been a 
privilege to again appear before you, and I wish to thank you for the many 
courtesies extended to me. 


SOIL CONSERVATION 


Mr. Jensen. You mentioned soil conservation. I know of your 
great interest in soil conservation. 

1 just want to make this statement: that every member of this com- 
mittee is greatly interested in the conservation and preservation of 
our soil, and we have taken this position: that we first want to know, 
before we make these appropriations for irrigation and reclamation, 
are the people that are affected by the appropriations which we make 
interested sufficiently in the conservation and the preservation of the 
soil? Much moisture, as you know, can be held on the land, har agowstd 
in rolling hills like you have in North Dakota in many areas. A great 
lot of the moisture can be held in the land by contouring, han rows, the 
use of proper grasses, and so forth. 

By so doing, the farmers can retain a great percentage of the mois- 
ture that falls from the heavens, and also by proper soil-conservation 
practices that rich topsoil can be held where it belongs instead of 
being washed into the tributaries of the rivers and finally into the 
dams, where it creates a hazard. 

Now, I hope that every farmer in North Dakota, as in every other 
section of the country, is cognizant of that fact and will practice soil 
conservation as recommended by the Soil Conservation Service to the 
fullest extent. If they will do that, and if this committee knows that 
they do that, then I can assure you that this committee will feel more 
liberal—will be more liberal—in making provisions for these items 
which you and other folks come here from all of the States of the 
West to ask this committee to furnish. 

Mr. WernuHanbt. Well, I want to assure you that the area I come 
from practices, almost to the letter, soil-conservation practices. 

I have been an inspector of the Greater North Dakota Association ; 
and that association, in conjunction with the North Dakota Bankers’ 
Association, has been carrying on a promotional program, and in 
the past several years we have purchased pictures—that is, taken air- 
plane views of the farms in color—and we present those to the State 
winners and also to the district winners. 

Just this last week I had the pleasure of present six of those to the 
people in our district who are not State winners but who were winners 
in the district, and the people in our area are very, very much inter- 
ested in soil conservation, and practice it and agree to the fullest 
extent to the program as it is outlined. 

I wish you could come out there and see some of those farms and 
see what they are doing out there. I act on committees and go out to 
each of these farms and so forth. We are continuing to get a very 
active interest in the soil-conservation program. 

Mr. Jensen. That is important business. Thank you, Mr, Wein- 
handl. 
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Mr. Burpick. Our next witness is Mr. Oscar N. Berg, executive 
secretary of the Missouri-Souris Projects Association. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Berg. 

Mr. Bere. Mr. Chairman, my name is Oscar N. Berg. I live in 
Minot, N. Dak. Iam the executive secretary of the Missouri-Souris 
Proje cts Association. 

This is an organization which was founded to assist in the advance- 
ment of the water-resource development primarily in North Dakota, 
and 1s primarily supported by voluntary contributions. 

I am not going to take too much of your valuable time. I am going 
to file my statement. I just want to take one minute or two. 

About a year ago, when I appeared before your committee, I stated 
that the outlook for the coming spring season was not too bright. We 
had an inadequate amount of moisture, and unfortunately circum- 
stances turned out that way. We had a shortage or departure in our 
precipitation last summer and, as a consequence, crop production in 
North Dakota dropped about one-third, according to official statistics ; 
ind I am sorry to relate that the outlook his spring is perhaps a little 
bit more grave than it was last year. 

In fact, a lot of the farmers are debating whether they should plant 
before they have some rain. 

Now, there are three reasons why the people of North Dakota, both 
the farmers and the business people, are very much interested in this 
Missouri-Souris development. 

We have a critical situation as far as many of our municipalities 
are concerned on account of an inadequate water supply. 

The second reason I think has been pressed upon us more forcibly 
during the past year or two. Through good fortune we had a resource 
that we did not know about until oil was discovered in western North 
Dakota, and it appears that some rather large concerns are interested 
in the installation of refineries there, and so forth, but, of course, they 
have to have an adequate source of water, and we just do not have it. 

Then in western North Dakota also we have 600 billion tons of 
lignite coal. We have a laboratory at Grand Forks which the mem- 
bers of your committee had something to do with. It is performing 
research work, and we are very hopeful that we will find some by 
products that will be valuable to the national economy and, of course, 
to develop them we will need water. 

I want to say this, Mr. Chairman, that emergencies, I suppose, 
create a little sharper interest and a little quicker interest. The 
Missouri-Souris organization has held meetings for the past 3 or 4 
months, and the number of farmers attending those meetings has 
been remarkable. In fact, about 3 weeks ago we had 3 meetings in 1 
day and had over 700 people attending these meetings which were 
held in sparsely settled country. I would be safe in si aying that over 
half of them were farmers, and they are looking to the Congress, 
hopeful that you will make at least $1 million available for the speed- 
ing up of this Missouri-Souris project because they think it is sound 
economically, and they are loking forward to participating in a sound 
irrigation program 
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I want to thank you very kindly for the opportunity of appearing 
before your committee. 
(The statement submitted by Mr. Berg is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Oscar N, Berc, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, MissourI-Souris Progects 
ASSOCIATION, Minot, N. Dak. 


MISSOURI-SOURIS DIVISION, NORTH DAKOTA 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Oscar N. Berg. I live in Minot, N. Dak. I am 
the executive secretary of the Missouri-Souris Projects Association. This is a 
nonprofit group representing communities in central, southern, and eastern North 
Dakota, supported by voluntary contributions. f 

This organization was formed by public-spirited and civic-minded citizens for 
the specific purpose of assisting in the promotion of the water-development 
program embraced in the proposed Missouri-Souris Irrigation Division. 

I appear to request funds which will assure an accelerated investigational 
program by the Bureau of Reclamation during fiscal year 1954. North Dakota 
citizens, representing all segments of our population, wholeheartedly support 
such intensified effort because they are most fearful of another drought. 

You will recall that when we appeared before your committee last year, 
concern was expressed over the possibility of a crop failure because of inadequate 
moisture. Precipitation readings at weather stations in the immediately affected 
areas during 1952 indicate a sharp minus departure from normal averages. This 
moisture deficiency was a major contributing factor in the reduction by one- 
third in North Dakota’s crop production in 1952, indicated by official crop 
statistics 

I need not tell the members of this committee what would happen to our 
economy if another serious drought like the 1930’s should occur. Our main in- 
dustry is agriculture, and a few crop failures could very well wreck or seriously 
impair the farm and business economy, and North Dakota would again have to 
seek financial assistance through Federal loans and charitable doles to tide us 
over the emergency. This is a condition which our people are attempting to 
escape because of its adverse effect on morale. 

From tree-ring studies in North Dakota-Missouri Basin covering a period of 
5384 years, 238 dry years are shown. Seventeen of these were of seven to sixteen 
years’ duration. The Missouri-Souris development includes semiarid areas where 
the Bureau of Reclamation has determined that over 1 million acres are suitable 
for irrigation. 

This land under irrigation would be highly productive and would stabilize our 
precarious dry-land agriculture. 

The Federal Government has expended huge amounts of money for REA 
systems in North Dakota. Agriculture under dry-land conditions jeopardizes 
this investment. The fixed charges for this service must be met regularly. 
Crop failures mean default in payment. Irrigated agriculture would greatly 
reduce this hazard. 

Nort’ Dakota is extremely interested in the water-development program for 
other reasons. Some of these are: 

1. Limited water supplies threatening most of our municipalities. 

2. The recent oil discovery has created industrial opportunities but an in- 
adequate source of water could impose crippling limitations. 

3. North Dakota has over 600 billion tons of lignite coal with unlimited in- 
dustrial potentialities. Additional water must be provided to assure maximum 
development. 

The Federal Government has a sizeable investment in Garrison Dam, which in 
2 years, will begin impounding water in a 23-million acre-foot reservoir. This will 
produce hydroelectric power through irrigation and will improve the farm and 
business economy. 

Interest in this program, on the part of farmers and btsinessmen in the 
Missouri-Souris Division, is remarkable. During the past 6 months, the Mis- 
souri-Souris Projects Association has held many community meetings and the 
attendance has been in the hundreds. The ultimate development of 1 million 
acres of irrigated agriculture is a long-range program. It could be developed in 
segments. I respectfully urge the members of this committee to give every con- 
sideration to our request for an appropriation of at least $1 million for phase B 
money which would assure a 2-year speedup in the program. Thus, the Federal 
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Government, North Dakota farmers and business people could begin sharing in 
the development benefits at an earlier date. 

Those whom I represent sincerely feel that Congress is justified in appropriat- 
ing these funds,:and it is my earnest plea that you give favorable consideration 
to this request. 

I sincerely appreciate the privilege of appearing before you. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 

Mr. Burpicx. I want to call the committee’s attention to the fact 
that Mr. Berg has been doing great work as executive secretary of the 
Missouri-Souris Association. I think his testimony will be worth 
examining very carefully. 

Mr. JenseN. I want to say this, that when we visited North Dakota, 
which, I believe, was in 1948, that we traveled over a good part of the 
Missouri-Souris project, and I can truthfully say that every member 
of the committee was impressed with the prospects of developing that 
great area. We saw wonderful crops growing where there was suf- 
ficient water, and we saw land, comparable to the area where those 
fine crops were growing, that only needed water to develop it and 
make it productive. 

So, this committee has been very sympathetic in dealing with you 
folks in regard to the Missouri-Souris project. 

I know, as all of you know, that we have projects in the country 
that are good, and we have many projects that are not so good, but 
I have always considered the Missouri-Souris project, as have the 
other members of the committee, as one of the good irrigation projects 
in this country. 

Mr. Bere. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, I hope that you 
will come out to North Dakota this summer. In the meantime I hope 
also that we get some rain. 

Mr. Burpick. Mr. Chairman, let me parenthetically put in at this 
point in the record that North Dakota is 97 percent organized on soil 
conservation. 

Mr. Jensen. That is wonderful; that is fine work. 

Mr. Burpicx. We will hear now from the city men. We have heard 
from all of the farmers. 

Mr. Jensen. Is Mr. Weinhandl a farmer? 

Mr. Burpick. He is more of a farmer than businessman. 

Off the record. 


(Discussion off the record.) 


MOTT DAM 


Mr. Burpick. Our next witness is Mr. Fred W. Mees, mayor of the 
city of Mott. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Mees. 

Mr. Mees. Mr. Chairman, my name is Fred W. Mees. I have been a 
resident of western North Dakota since 1904, and have lived in Mott, 
N. Dak., since 1928. I am presently mayor there, and am a director 
of the North Dakota Reclamation Association. 

With these remarks, I wish to file my statement with your com 
mittee. 

I wish to make this observation that I have with me a number of 
on-the-spot photographs of the flood situation at Mott, N. Dak., and 
they are also referred to in the United States Geological Survey paper 
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which I wish to leave with your committee to enable you to better 
determine our needs and give us better consideration. 

On behalf of myself and the community I represent, I wish to thank 
you for your kind consideration of our cause. I thank you very 
kindly. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Mees is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF FRED W. Mees, Mayor, Mort, N. Dak. 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Fred W. Mees. I have been a resident of western 
North Dakota since 1904, and have lived in Mott, N. Dak., since 1928. I am 
presently mayor there, and am a director of the North Dakota Reclamation 
Association 

I appear as a representative of the people of my community and the interests 
downstream from Mott on the Cannonball River to its confluence with the 
Missouri River, to urge the appropriation of funds for fiscal year 1954 with which 
to complete the definite plan report and final plans and specifications for the 
Mott Dam 

This structure would be located on the Cannonball River about 3 miles 
upstream from the city of Mott, approximately 100 miles above its confluence 
with the Missouri River. This river is a very fast-flowing stream with a fall of 
nearly 7 feet per mile, capable of causing much erosion and otherwise damaging 
property in its course to the Missouri. 

Mott is the county seat of Hettinger County in southwestern North Dakota and 
located on the Cannonball River and 115 miles west and south of Bismarck. 
It is a progressive, growing city in a well-developed agricultural community 
The 1940 census gives the population as 1,220. In 1950 the count was 1,583, and 
it is safe to say the present population will exceed 1,600. This community is 
served by two railroads, the Northern Pacific and the Milwaukee road. 

The economy of our community is financially sound. During the good years 
of 1948 to 1952 livestock sold through the local sales ring was in excess of 
$3,000,000. Sales of dairy products exceeded $1,350,000. Our elevators bought 
an average of over 1,600,000 bushels of grain annually over the 10-year period 
just past. 

Flood losses in the city of Mott from the 1950 and prior floods have been 
severe and in excess of what our economy can continue to bear. The Geological 
Survey water-supply paper No. 1137—A on page 13 has this to say about the 1950 
flood : 

“Hardest hit of any town in the flooded area was Mott, N. Dak., which took 
a severe battering from ice jams and floodwater. An appraisal of damages 
made by the Corps of Engineers personnel soon after the flood placed the loss 
at Mott at $1,000,000. The concrete arch bridge across the Cannonball River 
at the Milwaukee road depot remained relatively undamaged despite the severe 
battering it was subjected to. Most of the damage in that part of town on the 
left bank resulted from immersion, that on the right bank was caused by ice 
battering and erosion. * * * Floodwaters cut off the city’s power supply and 
put part of the city water system out of operation. 

“Both the Northern Pacific and Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacifie branch 
lines in the Cannonball Valley were put out of operation for weeks by washouts 
and destroyed bridges, the Northern Pacifie suffering the more severe damage 
to right of way. * * * The abutments of many relatively new county highway 
bridges across the Cannonball were severely damaged by bank scour * * * 
Some flood damage was done to the towns of Breien and Solen, N. Dak.” 

In 1943 the flood loss sustained by the city of Mott was very little less, if any, 
than in 1950. 

After the 1943 flood, the State highway department estimated the loss of 6 
bridges in Hettinger County, 8 in Grant, 2 in Morton, and 3 in Sioux County, all , 
on the Cannonball River, at $373,400. 

These losses were caused directly as the result of the ice gorging at Mott. 
Accurate figures on the flood losses to the Northern Pacific and the Milwaukee 
railroads, which were very large, are not available, however, aside from the 
monetary loss, the territory served by these carriers suffered greatly from the 
lack of service for many weeks until the damage was repaired and service 
restored. 





While Mott did not have a flood in 1952, the Northern Pacific Railway be- 
tween Cannonball and Breien, downstream from Mott, again was destroyed 
by ice action and water from the Cannonball River and the city of Mott, together 
with all the downstream communities were without rail and mail service for 
a period of more than 3 weeks. 

The flood situation on the Cannonball River, with particular reference to the 
city of Mott, has had careful study by both the Corps of Army Engineers and 
the Reclamation Bureau, and the need of remedial action is recognized by 
both of these agencies. Control] of the ice and floodwaters at Mott would prevent 
flooding on the Cannonball River. 

So far I have only mentioned flood control. Other equally important benefits 
would be a water supply for irrigating approximately 5,000 acres to help 
stabilize grain and livestock production in a semiarid area. The project would 
also provide water for domestic, municipal, industrial, and other uses to affected 
communities. 

In connection with the need for municipal water supplies, I wish to offer 
for the record a resolution adopted by the City Council of Mott. Our water 
supply is now inadequate. With normal expansion of the city, we must obtain 
new sources of water. 

Mr. Chairman, I am here to respectfully ask that funds be made available 
to the Bureau of Reclamation with which to complete their present studies 
and to make a final report on the Mott Dam and Reservoir and other pertinent 
features of the unit. I sincerely hope for your favorable consideration 

In behalf of myself and the community I represent, I wish to thank you for 
your kind consideration of our cause. 


RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CrtTy oF Mort, N. DAK., DECEMBER 1, 1952 
TO THE REGIONAL DIRECTOR, REGION VI, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR 


Whereas the Bureau of Reclamation is charged, under the Flood Control Act 
of 1944, with the responsibility for the development of Missouri River Basin 
water resources on a conservation, control, and use basis; and, in exercising 
such responsibility, has under consideration the construction of a dam on the 
Cannonball River in Hettinger County, N. Dak. ; and 

Whereas the above responsibilities include development of multiple-purpose 
water uses, with provision for the furnishing of adequate and assured sources 
of water supplies for the expanding and diverse needs of municipalities in the 
Missouri River Basin; and 

Whereas the present water supply needs of the city of Mott are not satisfied 
by the existing sources; and 

Whereas the commercial and industrial development of Mott, as well as the 
health, safety, and welfare of its present and future residents, depend upon 
an adequate source of water supply, and, further, the continuing development 
of Mott is closely connected with and dependent on the construction of the said 
Cannonball River Dam and on the orderly and reasonable progression of the 
Missouri River Basin project; and 

Whereas the city of Mott desires to cooperate with and assist the Bureau of 
Reclamation in carrying out its responsibilities: Now, therefore, 

The city of Mott respectfully requests that a water supply for municipal, 
domestic, and industrial purposes for this city be considered in the course of 
the Bureau’s work toward carrying out its assigned water-resource develop- 
ment responsibilities in connection with the said Cannonball River Dam and 
with the Cannonball Division. 

By this resolution the city of Mott gives evidence of its participating interest 
in the activities above described, pursuant to the statutes and regulaions of 
the city of Mott and the State of North Dakota. 

Be it further resolved, That if a suitable water supply and other benefits are 
obtainable as a result of the above development the city of Mott will be willing 
to negotiate a proper contract for municipal water supply with the Bureau of 
Reclamation, representing the United States of America 

Be it further resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the 
Missouri-Souris district office at Bismarck and the regional director's office at 
sillings, Mont. 


Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Mayor. 
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TRANSMISSION LINES 


Mr. Burpick. Our next witness is Mr. Andrew L. Freeman of 
Grand Forks, N. Dak., manager of the Minnkota Power Cooperative. 
Mr. Freeman. May we present Mr. Edman, the president, first 

Mr. Burpicr. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Edman. 

Mr. Epman. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Victor M. Edman. I reside at Alvarado, Minn., and am presi- 
dent of the Minnkota Power Cooperative, Inc., of Grand Forks. Iam 
likewise the president of the P. K. M. Electric Cooperative of War- 
ren, Minn., which is one of the 10 retail rural electric cooperatives 
which comprise the membership of Minnkota. 

I did not know that these other gentlemen were going to be here 
from North Dakota, but Iam glad that they are here. 

I am afraid that I am taking up some of their time, but they are 
interested in a lot of the things that I am interested in, and I am in- 
terested in everything they said here today, and I ce rtainly wish to 
add my blessing to everything they have said, because I know it is 
well deserved. 

They have also mentioned some of the things I am interested in. 

Of course, I am mostly interested in the transmission lines they 
have—first, from Lakota to Grand Forks: second, Jamestown to 
Fargo—and also I would like to go a little farther and take in the 
Fargo to Granite Falls line which goes down into Minnesota to take 
care of the people in that area. 

Now, I want to turn it over to Mr. Freeman. He is the manager 
of our co-op and has more of the details at his command. 

[ may say that the area that we represent covers 30,000 square miles 
of farming area and we have 39.000 rural subscribers. Those are 
the ones that we are serving at the present time, and these lines are 
very necessary if we are going to continue serving them. In fact, all 
of our planning has been with the industry. That is why we have 
gone ahead with our plans. We work together with the Northern 
States Power Co.. the Ottertail Power Co., and others, and we have 
integrated our lines with them, trying to save all of the money we 
can because we hope to do it continuously, and are not asking for 
anything unless it is absolutely needed. 

We thank you for your courtesy in hearing us. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Edman is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Victor M. Edman. TI reside at 
Alvarado, Minn., and I am the president of Minnkota Power Cooperative, Inc., 
of Grand Forks. I am likewise, the president of P. K. M. Electric Cooperative 
of Warren, Minn., which is one of the ten retail rural electric cooperatives 
which comprise the membership of Minnkota. 

The purpose of my appearance here today is to indicate support of the Depart- 
ent of Interior's request for funds with which to build transmission line which 
is related to our area. Specifically, there are three pieces of line which are of 
great concern to us. These are the following: (1) ‘Fhe Lakota-Grand Forks 
115-kilovolt line, (2) the Jamestown-Fargo 2380-kilovolt line, and (3) the Fargo- 
Granite Falls 230-kilovolt line. 

In order that the committee might better understand that Minnkota and the 
10-member cooperatives which together make up Minnkota have a genuine 
interest in these lines and the skillful development of the natural resources 
contained in the Missouri Basin, I should like to make a brief statement con- 
cerning the nature and scope of the Minnkota cooperative. 
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Minnkota provides the electric power required by its 10-member cooperatives, 
ho in turn serve more than 39,000 farm homes and rural establishments 
roughout the 30,000-square-mile area in eastern North Dakota and northwest 

Minnesota. 

It Was organized in 1941 and since that time it has grown from a $750,009 

estment to one that now exceeds $13% million. Its system includes 40,000 
lowatts of generating capability, nearly 1,200 miles of 69,000-volt transmission 
ne, 50 major points of distribution plus interconnections for the exchange of 

ver with the Ottertail Power Co., Northern States Power Co., the North 
akota State Mill, Central Power Cooperative, numerous municipalities, amd 
timately with the Bureau of Reclamation and Garrison Dam. 

Minnkota is a cooperative enterprise that came into being because there was 
a job to be done that was not being done—a job that existing enterprise could 
ot do. It is owned by the more than 39,000 users of its service and is managed 
nd directed by their chosen representatives. 

Minnkota and its 10-member cooperatives and the individual members that 
mprise these institutions are proud of the new industry which they have 

ilt in cooperation with their Federal Government. They are anxious to work 
further with their Government and particularly the Department of Interior in 
rder that the full resources of the Missouri Basin might be harnessed and put 
») work for the good of the Nation. They are particularly desirous of seeing 
nes built at this time which will serve to tie and integrate the facilities of this 
irea and at the same time serve to enlist the help of everyone to accomplish 
the job of doing what is best for the area and best for the Nation. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Victor M. EpMaAn, President. 


Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Edman. 

Mr. Burpick. Mr. Freeman, do you desire to file a statement ? 

Mr. FreemMan. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Freeman. 

Mr. Freeman. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Andrew L. Freeman. I am manager of the Minnkota Power 
Cooperative, Inc. I would like to file my statement, and I also have 
a letter from one of our managers of one of the associated co-ops which 
I would like to file. 

(The matter above referred to is as follows:) 


THE INTERIOR SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. C. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN AND GENTLEMEN : My name is Andrew L. Freeman. I reside at 
1805 North Third Street in Grand Forks, N. Dak., where I am employed as man 
ager of Minnkota Power Cooperative, Inc. 

My appearance here today is in accordance with instructions which I have 
received from my board of directors. My purpose is to express our support of 
the Department of the Interior’s request for funds with which to build: 

1. Lakota-Grand Forks 115-kilovolt line, and 

2. The Jamestown-Fargo 230-kilovolt line. 

Our reasons for supporting this request are as follows: 

1. We believe these lines are necessary if the vast amount of power now 
planned for Garrison Dam is to be sold. 

2. The construction of these lines will enable the Bureau of Reclamation 
to gain maximum use from our 1,200 miles of 69-kilovolt transmission net 
work for distribution of their power throughout the area we operate. 

3. The construction of these lines, which we support, by the Government 
will provide the Government access to 100,000 kilowatts of existing generating 
capacity necessary in firming secondary hydro capacity now contemplated in 
Garrison Dam. 

4. We believe that while these lines are to the benefit and interest of 
everyone concerned in this area, they should be constructed by the Govern 
ment, as no one of the interested parties in our area can afford to undertake 
to do the job and accomplish the desired results. 

5. We believe these lines should be constructed so as to provide this ares 
with Garrison Dam power with which to meet its growing loads. 
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6. The construction of these lines should give us an abundant supply of 
low-cost hydropower which in turn will enable us to electrify to a greater 
degree the rural areas which we serve. 

The board of directors has likewise asked me to express their interest in the 
Department of the Interior’s request for funds with which to build the Fargo 
Granite Falls 230-kilovolt line primarily for the reason that this line is required 
to give us assurance that continuity of service can be obtained in conjunction 
with the use of Bureau power in our area, a factor which is highly necessary 
to the snecessful operation of any concern rendering electrical service. 

To further understand our position in supporting the requests, I believe it is 
important that the committee be briefly acquainted with the purpose and scope 
of Minnkota. 

It is known as a power cooperative. It has been financed by means of funds 
borrowed from the Rural Electrification Administration. 

Its purpose is to supply at wholesale the electric power requirements of its 10 
member cooperatives. This it does through the operation of generation facilities 
which it owns and through the purchase of additional power from others. Essen 
tially its purpose is to provide and transmit or deliver the electric power re- 
quirements of the 10 member rural electric retail cooperatives which comprise its 
membership. 

Minnkota is located at Grand Forks, N. Dak. The area which it serves consists 
of the eastern one-third part of North Dakota and the corresponding north 
western part of Minnesota. This service area consists of approximately 30,000 
square miles in which there are 40,000 rural establishments such as farms and 
farm homes. 

To provide and transmit the power required to serve this load, Minnkota has 
invested $13,500,000 in generation, transmission, and other related facilities. In 
addition, its 10 member cooperatives have invested an additional $25 million in 
low-voltage distribution facilities. 

The $13,500,000 investment on the part of Minnkota is represented by 40,000 
kilowatts of generating capability, 1,200 miles of 69,000-volt transmission line, 
and 50 points of distribution, referred to as substations. 

Minnkota first went into operation in 1941. Since that time, it has been ex- 
panded to provide the rural people throughout the area it serves with a depend- 
able network and source of supply. To meet the demands for electric power by 
our rural members in 1952, 33,000 kilowatts of generating capacity were required. 

Minnkota has long known that in all probability it would become one of the 
major purchasers of Garrison Dam power and much of its construction has 
been made with an eye toward that development. 

Particularly noteworthy in our opinion has been our effort to make our existing 
capacity last until power from Garrison Dam becomes available, thereby reduc 
ing our capital investment required. To accomplish this we have established 
interconnections with the two major power companies in the area in order that 
we might run in parallel with them and, thereby, share our capacities. In 
addition we have contracted to interconnect with a number of smaller municipal 
plants in order that they too might obtain a degree of standby without further 
investments in additional diesel engines which will be worth little after hydro- 
power becomes available. The race will be close, but we are hopeful we can make 
It. 

In supporting the Department of the Interior’s request for funds with which 
to build the Lakota-Grand Forks 115-kilovolt line and the Jamestown-Fargo 
230-kilovolt line as well as the Fargo-Granite Falls 230-kilovolt line, the board of 
directors of Minnkota are cognizant of the fact that Congress is being asked to 
appropriate these funds at a time when there is a real effort being made to reduce 
the fiscal requirements of the Government. 

Our beard views this move with an understanding attitude and it is desirous 
of assisting Congress and the Government in any constructive way that it can. 

However, in our area, huge sums of money have already been invested in the 
construction of dams. Many others have been approved for construction. 
Altogether it is our understanding that 2,673,710 kilowatts of hydro capacity 
is either completed, under construction or authorized for construction in the 
Missouri Basin. Of this amount, 508,000 kilowatts are located in North Dakota 
and over 1,100,000 in South Dakota. What the cost of this power development 
is, we are in no position to know. Yet we do know that the money needed to 
finance these power facilities was advanced on the theory that it would be 
returned to the Government using revenues derived from the sale of power made 
in these dams. 
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It would appear to us then that if the Government should now decide that it 
n no longer appropriate the money necessary to continue the original idea, 
s running the risk of putting the entire electrical investment in a difficult 
financial position or at least inviting for itself a possible financial problem 
We believe that the lines we speak in behalf of are necessary if the vast amount 
energy planned for Garrison Dam is to be sold. They, to us, represent the 


in stem arteries whose purpose is to get Garrison Dam power to market areas 


s well as intertie in with other hydro developments and thermal capacity which 
ists throughout the Missouri Basin 

Che electrical load to absorb the capacity of Garrison Dam does not exist in 

e area immediately adjacent to the dam lo find such additional loads, trans 
sion lines must be built 

Electrical loads are located where people are and in North I akota our densest 


opulation occurs in the eastern one-third part of the S te where the great 
lity lies. Supporting this, is equally fine areas in Minnesota which when 
together are referred to as the Red River Valle) 
Of interest to this committee may be the fact that the eastern one-third of 
North Da i tains 48 percent of the State's population ; the ddle one-th rd 
33 percent and the western one-third contains 19 percent Also significan 


he fact that the eastern one-third portion of our State p s the area in M l 


esota which the Minnkota transmission system is capable of reaching, contains 


r 550,000 people, a nul Ine iOst equa to the pop ation of the entire State 
rth Dakota 
This area in which we serve the rural ads when taken together with the urban 
ads supplied by the power comp nies and muni pal plants, represents a | ! 
ore than 100,000 kilowatts with prospects for considerable growth It would 
een tou the lines we support would enable the Government to furnish much 
this lond with power from Garrison Dam and that such revenues would repre 
nt an attractive return on the additional investment required by these lines 
Of particular advantage to the Government is the fact that the facilities are 
already there to distribute and deliver the power once it is brought into our area 
At the present time, eastern North Dakota and northwestern Minnesota con 


tains nearly 1.200 miles of Minnkota 69,000-volt transmission line. In addition 
re is also the transmission lines of the Ottertail Power Co. and the Northern 
Stat Power Co., all of which are capable of affording the Government an 
cellent means of distributing Garrison Dam power to this area 

The Minnkota system in particular is a new and modern system presently 
capable of carrying loads in excess of 40,000 kilowatts from a single point of 
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ith points of strong interconnection such as these lines which we recom 
mend would give, we are confident our system would afford the Government an 
excellent means of delivering large amounts of power to the area. However, the 
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ability of our lines to deliver large loads is naturally dependent on strong 
with larger and heavier lines capable of transporting the power into given areas 
at Which point our lines could take over. 

A further advantage to the Government which would stem from the construc 
tion of these lines into our area would be the fact that it would provide the Gov- 
ernment access to more than 100,000 kilowatts of thermal generating capac ty 
which is necessary to firm the large block of secondary power associated with 
Garrison Dam. 

Presently quoted figures indicate that the firm power expected from Garrison 
Dam is 160,000 kilowatts. With a total capability of 400,000 kilowatts this 
would mean that 240,000 kilowatts remain which are dependent upon other 
generation to become valuable as a source of energy. 

This area which we represent contains slightly more than 100,000 kilowatts 
which could be useful in utilizing an equal amount of secondary capacity which 
the Government would have for sale. 

To properly utilize this capacity and‘integrate it into the system, naturally 
requires interconnections and strong ties between the various owners of this 
capacity. This we believe could be accomplished if the Government will build 
strong main-stem arteries into the area and attempt to work with eXisting 
facilities capable of supplying this capacity and the ability to handle distribution 
on a local level. 

We know there are many people who advocate that the Government should be 
relieved of the burden of owning and operating transmission lines necessary 
to transport this power. We, likewise, know that many others advocate and be 
lieve that those receiving power from Garrison Dam should construct the neces 
sary lines required to transport this power. 
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At first glance it might appear that these are reasonable and feasible sugges- 
tions that should be adapted. However, we believe that no single one of the 
purchasers of Garrison Dam power in our area can undertake to construct the 
necessary lines and do it in a fashion that will accomplish the desired results 

While we do not even pretend to speak for the power companies in our area, 
it would only seem reasonable that they could not undertake to build the line, 
for at the present time and under the present law, they are apt to be ineligible 
for firm power and could, therefore, only purchase secondary energy. Since the 
availability of secondary energy is an unsettled question at this time coupled 
with the fact that its present price seems high, it would seem unlikely if not im- 
possible, that any power company in our area could undertake to finance the 
lines in question on the savings they could make. 

Especially important for the committee to understand is that the benefits 
that accrue to Minnkota or any power company in the area as a result of 
corstruction of these lines, is the savings that result from the difference between 
their present costs and the costs of Bureau power 

In the case of the Government, increased revenues result not from savings, 
but from the sale of kilowatt-hours that the construction of these 
permit at prices that will range from 51% mils downward. 

It is this fact that places the Government in the position of being able to 
gain the most from the construction of these lines, for without them many 
available kilowatt-hours will remain unsold. 


lines will 


In the case of Minnkota, there seems little question to us that if we were 
to assume the charges of these lines and assign them to the kilowatt-hours 
we would have, we would also find that any savings we could make would 
amount to very little 

While we do not even pretend to speak for the power companies in our area, 
co’ ld build these lines and benefit greatly from them Furthermore, if they 
ever should undertake to construct these lines, they would be scaled down to 
reduce costs so as to cause the line to ill fit the overall plan so necessary to tie 
and knit the overall basin development. 

We believe that all of us would benefit if the Government were to build these 
lines, but that the biggest benefactor of all would be the Government, for a 
proper and well-designed line will enable the Government to expose all its 
kilowatt-hours, both firm and secondary, for sale. Furthermore, a proper and 
well-laid-out transmission grid will enable the operators of these hydro develop 
ments to obtain the maximum number of kilowatt-hours from the installations 
which can only result when complete integration of all facilities exists. 

It is our belief that the one most capable of doing the job the way it should be 
done is the Government itself, for they are the only common denominator in this 
whole equation that we and the others are interested in but unable to solve. 

We further advocate the construction of these lines in order that the capacity 
which exists at Garrison Dam might be used to meet our growing loads. 

Eastern North Dakota and northwestern Minnesota is a fertile valley with 
great opportunities for expansion. 

It is an area which is ideally suited for agriculture. It, likewise, represents 
an area bound to feel the impact of oil and gas on its way to market as well as 
the advances of the lignite industry and its many possible byproducts. 

It is, likewise, an important area defense-wise in this atomic age for it is 
located directly south of Winnepeg and it is on the route the planes fly to Alaska. 

Offhand, it would appear its chances for expansion and development are great 
and it would, therefore, appear it represents an excellent potential market for 
Garrison Dam power provided transmission lines capable of rendering adequate 
service are brought into the area. 

Also important to us is the advantage these lines would give us in enabling us 
to reduce the cost of wholesale power to our members. Presently our costs of 
wholesale power are high which in turn makes it difficult for the rural electric 
projects to succeed. 

({s our final and closing statement we should like to again remind the com- 
mittee that we support and urge the construction of the 230-kilovolt line from 
Fargo to Granite Falls. The reasons for constructing this line are many, but 
not to be overlooked is the value of this line in guaranteeing continuity of 
service or reliability of service to our area. 

The sale and use of electrical energy is only great today because it has been 
made a reliable and dependable servant ready at all times on call. 

If it is to remain popular and widely used, continuity of service must remain 
high on the list. It is this line from Fargo to Granite Falls that will furnish this 








feature to the construction of the Jamestown-Fargo line and the Lakota-Valley 
City line. It will do this by providing connection to hydro capacity in a different 
location and a different direction. In addition, it will serve as a means of 
reaching additional market areas which may be necessary to the disposal of hydro- 
power as well as serve to integrate large blocks of hydro with large blocks of 
thermal capacity to the east and south of us. 

We strongly urge that the construction of this line be carefully considered, 
for although it does require money it also does much to protect and insure the 
money which has been previously spent in the construction of these dams 
throughout the Missouri Basin. 

We appreciate the opportunity of submitting our views for consideration by 
the committee and we are hopeful that the committee will understand that while 
our cooperative does have a personal interest in seeing these lines built, it, like 
wise, has a strong desire to see these additional investments made in order that 
the investments made to date will accomplish the greatest good possible. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ANDREW L. FREEMAN, Manager. 


MARCH 27, 1953. 
INTERIOR SUBCOMMITTEE OF HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN AND GENTLEMEN: My name is Glenn E. Olerud, I reside at 
Kindred, N. Dak., where I am employed as manager of the Cass County Electric 
Cooperative, Ine. 

This statement is presented by Mr. Andrew L. Freeman, manager of Minnkota 
Power Cooperative, Inc., in our behalf and represents the views of our board of 
directors who represent some 6,200 members of our cooperative. The purpose 
of this statement is to express the views of our board of directors in support of 
the Department of Interior’s request for funds to build: 

1. The Jamestown-Fargo 230-kilovolt line. 

2. The Lakota-Grand Forks 230-kilovolt line. 

The basis for our support is as follows: 

(a) The farmers in the Red River Valley are the heaviest consumers of elec 
tric power in the State of North Dakota, and as such, need an abundance of 
power to fulfill the needs which they are beginning to realize. 

(b) The construction of these lines will provide an abundance of low-cost 
power which will be available at the Garrison Dam and must be distributed 

(c) The construction of these lines is a large undertaking and is beyond the 
scope of private or cooperative enterprise which is interested. 

(@) The construction of these lines is not a grant by Government, but an in 
vestment which will be repaid by revenue from the lines. 

(e) The construction of these lines will tie in the existing generation faciilties 
and firm up power to be available from Garrison Dam. 

(f) The proposed 230-kilovolt line south from Fargo to Granite Falls, Minn., 
and other points should also be approved to provide loop systems plus added 
tie-in of existing generation. 

Thank you very much for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 
G. E. OLERuD, Manager. 

Mr. Freeman. I would like to ask the committee to support the 
Lakota-Grand Forks 115-kilovolt line and the Jamestown-Fargo 230- 
kilovolt line for reasons as follows: 

If these lines are built they will give the Bureau of Reclamation 
access to a 100,000-kilowatt-load in that area. 

If these main stem line additions are built they will provide the 
Bureau of Reclamation with 1,200 miles of 69-kilovolt line with which 
to reach nearly every part of that area. 

In addition to that, it will expose Garrison Dam to 100,000 kilo- 
watts of firm capacity which is necessary to firm up the vast quantities 
of secondary energy contained in Garrison Dam. 

I think it is important to point out to the committee that the Gov- 
ernment is the common denominator of this whole connection up there 
in that area. In other words, there is no one single party or no one 
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cooperative that can build the line to do the job that is required to 
be done. 

Our reasons for supporting the Fargo-Granite Falls line is because 
this line is badly needed to give us dependable service with the lines 
being erected into Fargo and Grand Forks. In other words. the sale 
of electrical energy is great today because of giving the user depend- 
able service, and the need of it is so that power can be brought into 
that area from two different directions. 

In addition, that line will also expose the Bureau of additional 
consumers and will also connect the Bureau to additional thermal 

pacity, which is essential to the firming up of the secondary-power 
apacity in Garrison Dam. 

Mr. Jensen. I just have a few questions to ask, Mr. Freeman 


Have the private utilities in your State agreed to build any of these 
nes in your sti ite f 

Mr. Freeman. No, sir: they have not. 

Mr. Jensen. I was informed that that is a fact, that they did not 


feel « — le of building the lines which you ask for in the State of 
— 1 Dakota. 


Mr. Freeman. That is a true statement. 










MINNESOTA LINES 








Mr. Jensen. Going into the State of Minnesota. so far as the Otter 
tail Oo. is concerned, they are a small, private concern, and they, 
too, have not seen fit to tell this committee that they might build any 
from Far 


iat does no 


eS oo, 

TI t hold true of the other companies in the southern part 
f Minnesota, who testi ified here a couple of years ago that thev were 
ready, willing, and able to build all of the necessary transmission 
lines that were needed to deliver power to preference customers in 

accordance with the Reclamation Act. 

You may know that I was willing that a line be built, at least, as far 
as Fergus Falls from Fargo, but the folks in Minnesota insisted on 
having that long line built from Granite Falls and then a line over to 
Minnkota, and then away back to Randall Dam. The Congress feels 
that it does not square with our transmission line building policy. 
We build transmission lines where necessary to the nearest load center 
where the REA’s, the private utilities, and the munic ipalities can pick 
it up and transmit it wherever it is necessary, and they are so doing 
all over this country today. It has worked out very fine without 
Congress appropriating these huge sums of money for transmission 
lines. 

As you know, this committee has had quite a problem in that field, 
and I am happy to report that we have now got the private utilities 
and the REA’s and municipalities working in harmony in almost 
every section of America to serve the people with the power that they 
need and deserve. Just what the committee will do this year, I do 
not know. 

I told the Minnesota folks that I was willing, so far as I was con- 
cerned, to build a heavy transmission line running down into Minne- 
sota to a load center, but they did not see fit to accept that, and so up 
to date they have received exactly nothing. 














| am going to keep my word, my promise, that I have made to those 
folks, and I hope that they will be reasonable in their requests. Li 
they are, it is quite possible that we can build a transmission line from 
Kargo into Minnesota where the folks can make sure of getting their 
power as folks do in other areas. 

We are glad to have your testimony, Mr. Freeman. 

Mr. Freeman. I would like to add this statement. I think that our 
Board of Directors is very sympathetic with your attitude as other 
conservation branch people. The thing that we are primarily inter- 
ested in in this line from Fargo into Minnesota is to give us continuity 
of service in case of a failure back here [indicating]. If you bring 
it into Fergus Falls you do establish that continuity. 

Mr. JENSI N. You are a reasonable man, and we think that we are 
reasonable committeemen. 


MISSOURL SOURIS UNIT AND WATT DAM 


Mr. Krevucer. Mr. Burdick had to go to answer a rolleall. 

Our next witness is Mr. Fred J. Fredrickson, representing the 
Greater North Dakota Association. 

Mr. JensEN. Mr. Fredrickson. 

Mr. Freprickson. Mr. Chairman, I am just going to endorse what 
has been said by the witness who preceded me and file my statement 
for the record. 

(The statement above referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF FRED J. FREDRICKSON, REPRESENTING THE GREATER NORTH DAKOTA 
ASSOCIATION 


MISSOURL RIVER BASIN PROJECT, NORTH DAKOTA 


Mr. Chairman, f am Fred J. Fredrickson, and my home is in Valley City, 
N. Dak., where | have lived more than 40 years. I represent the Greater North 
Dakota Association, Which for more than 25 years has served as the State cham 
ber of commerce in promoting the development of our natural resources, par- 
ticularly land and water. 

I have listened to the statements of the several witnesses who have preceded 
me. On behalf of the muny thousands of members whom I represent I whole 
heartedly endorse their request for funds with which to carry forward the pro 
gramed work of the Bureau of Reclamation in North Dakota during the ensuing 
fiscal year. 

The reclamation development under way in our State has the full support of our 
people. This is best indicated by the Missouri-Souris Conservancy and Reclama 
tion District Act enacted by our legislature in 1949. The very first section of 
that act states: 

“It is hereby declared that the establishment and construction of the Missouri 
Souris unit of the Missouri Basin project as approved by act of Congress under 
date of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887), and acts amendatory thereof and 
supplementary thereto, is necessary : 

“1. To provide for the future economic welfare and prosperity of the people 
of this State, and particularly of the people residing in the area embraced 
within the boundaries of such conservancy and reclamation district. 

‘2. To provide for the irrigation of lands within the sections of such district 
periodically afilicted with drought, and to stabilize the production of crops on 
such lands, 

“3. To replenish and restore the depleted waters of lakes, rivers and streams 
in said district, and to stabilize the flow of said streams 

“4. To replenish the waters of, and to restore, the level of Devils Lake 

“>. To make available within the district, waters diverted from the Missouri 
River for irrigation, domestic, municipal and industrial needs, and for hydro 
electric power and other beneficial and public uses.” 











In addition to appropriations with which to continue the Bureau’s program in 
the Missouri-Souris Division, I hope that your committee will recommend the 
requested funds for the Mott unit on the Cannonball River, and for other investi- 
gations and studies under phases B and C of the overall project. 

The threat of another dry period is very real and we are becoming apprehen- 
sive of its effect upon our future. The impact of misfortune from the unpre- 
dictable vagaries of nature in connection with floods and droughts can be reduced 
by man if he will but anticipate the effects. Protection works and irrigation 
facilities will go a long way to meet such disasters. The Missouri Basin pro- 
gram includes these and other work for making agriculture more stable in North 
Dakota. 

Thank you for this opportunity to appear before your committee. 
Mr. Jensen. Does that cover all of the witnesses here ? 
Mr. Krurcer. Yes. 


OIL FIELDS IN RELATION TO IRRIGATION PROJECTS 


Mr. Norrei. Is this land that constitutes the irrigation area of 
North Dakota in the same area where you have discovered oil up 
there ¢ 

Mr. Frepericxson. There is oil in the fringes of this area already 
discovered, but the main field is to the west of it. 

Mr. Norrett. You would not want to create an irrigation district 
where you may tomorrow have an oil well. 

Mr. Frepricxson. I would like to have Mr. Weinhand]l answer that. 

Mr. Norrevt. I think that is very important. I happen to know 
that North Dakota is becoming one of the big producing States for 
oil. 

Mr. Frepricxson. That is right. 

Mr. Norrevy. Just as quick as oil can replace irrigation I know 
what will happen, and you do too, so I think we ought to be careful 
about duplicating territory. 

Mr. WetnuanpbL. The area where oil was discovered is out of the 
irrigation area. There are areas where exploratory wells have been 
drilled, but they are not producing in commercial quantities. In 

sottineau County, they only go down about 3,100 feet and the wells 
will not produce more than 20 barrels per day. They have two wells 
in the county, but it is not an established field. 

Mr. Frepertckson. There are no commercial producers in any of 
that area now. 

Mr. Norreti. And the oil they have is in the northwestern end, 
or north of it/ 

Mr. Freprickson. That is right, in this area | indicating]. 

Mr. Norretn. Where is this irrigation project / 

Mr. Freprickxson. The areas covering the Garrison Dam diversion 
now contemplated will be from that point [indicating] into these 
areas [indicating] colored as shown on this map. 

Mr. Norreti. Are they investigating for oil in any other area than 
in the northwestern area / 

Mr. Wetnnanpu. They are active primarily in the western half of 
the State, but there have been at least 15 holes drilled in the proposed 
irrigation section of the area, but no producers were discovered and 
holes abandoned. 

Mr. Norrett. How about in the eastern section of the State? 

Mr. Wetnuanpv. There are no producing wells in the eastern 
section of the State. 
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Mr. Norreti. They have drilled there and have not found oil? 

Mr. Lunsern. They drilled near my hometown, Grand Forks, and 
hit granite at 1,600 feet. 

Mr. Wetnnanpt. The oil area is practically this area [indicating], 
which is out of the irrigation area. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, gentlemen. I want to say that your testi- 
mony has been very well organized, and that you have given the 
committee the information that we need to do the job that this 
committee has to do. 


Monpbay, Marcu 30, 1953. 


BureEAvU oF InpIAN AFFAIRS 
AREA OFFICERS 


WITNESS 


HON. R. D. HARRISON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. 

We have with us our good colleague and friend, Congressman R. D. 
Harrison, of Nebraska, who desires to discuss with the committee 
some of the problems pertaining to Ind‘an affairs in his area. 

We will be glad to hear from you, Congressman Harrison. 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have had in town for the last 10 days a delegation from Winne- 
bago and Macy of the Indian reservation, and it was necessary for 
them to return home Saturday because of sickness. One of them, 
Mr. Henry F. Freemont, desired to be here to testify, but since he 
had to return home, he wanted me to come over and make a statement 
to the committee, which I am happy to do, and leave this statement 
with you and ask that it be placed in the record at this point in order 
that it could be referred to later. 

I have met with this group on several occasions and I feel that they 
are honest and sincere in their presentations and want to concur wifh 
them that their service would be greatly enhanced if their services 
could be delivered from the agency level rather than the area office 
level. 

Mr. Jy NSEN. We w ill be olad to have the statement of Mr. Freemont 
and without objection, it will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HENRY FREEMONT BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
OF THE HovUSsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, Marcu 30, 1953 


I am submitting this testimony today in opposition to the appropriation of 
funds for the so-called area offices of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. My name 
is Henry Freemont, and I live near Macy in the State of Nebraska. I am secre- 
tary of the Omaha Tribal Council. 

Our council and our people feel very strongly that the work now done by the 
area office staff, or practically all of it, should be done instead by the Indian 
Bureau officials in Washington or by the personnel at the agencies, especially 
those at the agencies. It is very nice and convenient for Indian Bureau officials 
to have their offices at places like Aberdeen, S. Dak., where they can live among 
other white people in a large town instead of living in the out-of-the-way places 
where the agencies are located. It is also nice for them to be several hundred 
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miles away from the Indians they are supposed to be helping, also hundreds 01 
thousands of miles away from the Congressmen who appropriate funds for their 
salaries In this way neither the Indians nor the Congressmen know what these 
officials are doing and they are not in any position to complain if they don’t 
do their jobs right. 

It is also nice for the employees to have these area offices because it gives 
them a chance to claim that they are in supervisory positions and to justify 
higher pay. But the trouble with this is that the area offices are using up al 
the money that Congress appropriates and there is very little money left for 
the agency employees who actually do the work. The result is that they have 
now taken away the single employee who works at our tribal headquarters, 
Macy., Nebr., and we are very doubtful that he will be replaced. Furthermore, 
our superintendent is very much underpaid and we have little hope of getting 
a decent salary set up for his position unless more funds are made available 
either through larger appropriations or by abolition of the area offices 

The Indian Bureau has put this scheme over on Congress in spite of terrific 
opposition. When Congressmen objected to them, the Indian Bureau just 
changed their names and set them up all over again For instance, back in 1948 
these offices were called district offices. At that time we adopted a resolution 
which appears at page A2266 of the Congressional Record for April 7 of that 
year, and which says, among other things, the following: 

“Whereas the undersigned officers and representatives of the Omaha, Ponca, 
Santee Sioux, and Winnebago Indian Tribes are charged with the legal and 
moral responsibility of doing everything in their power to safeguard and pr 
mote the welfare, prosperity, and happiness of their tribes ; and 

“Whereas within the past year several Federal employees of the Winnebago 
Indian Agency, occupying key positions and performing needed and beneficial 
services, have been transferred or their positions abolished without conferring 
with the Indian people and without regard to the needs or the neglects of the 
Indian people and the obligations of the Government of the United States to 
supply them; and 

“Whereas we feel that necessary and unjustifiable expenditures of funds 
for the employment of supervisors in district offices absorb and deplete appro 
priations which should be used locally, and that the elimination of funds and 
personnel from the local and cooperative work with the Indians destroys the 
very purposes of the appropriations and prevents the accomplishments of the 
objects of treaty agreements, legal and administrative understandings; and 

olved, That the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, the Secretary of the 
r, our Congressmen and Senators from Nebraska, and the Committees on 
Affairs of the Congress be informed of this conditions and be reminded 
suid present adverse and deprivation conditions are the immediate and 
results of suddenly stopping services. reduction of funds and essential 
personnel, without previous and acceptable arrangements with the 
11 county and State governments to assume the duties and 

x to the Government of the United States.” 
50, we gave our full support to the bill introduced by Con 
iring the abolition of these area offices. But we 
ter way to handle their abolition is for the appro 
h all appropriations for them. We therefore urge 
s be done al at a proviso be inserted in the appropriations bill that 
ney so appropriated shall be spent instead at the agency offices of the 

Bureau 
September 12, 1951. the four tribes at our jurisdiction adopted another 
olution on this subject the text of which reads as follows: 

Whereas we have been informed that due to reduced appropriations, some 
reductions are being made in local agencies of the Indian Service; and 

“Whereas we are the opinion that too many reductions in personnel of the 

gencies will also reduce actual services to Indians; and 

“Whereas we have always maintained the opinion that building districts, area 
and similar organizations at the expense of the local agencies is a reduction of 
actual services to Indians; and 

“Whereas it is maintained that this is decentralization of Indian Office author- 
ty or supervision ; and 

“Whereas we are still of the opinion that true decentralization is to give some 
of the authority to the local superintendent who has personal contact with 
Indians: Now be it 
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“Resolved, That we urge consideration of the making more of the reduction 
in personnel in the area offices and give more authority to local superintendents ; 
and be it further 

“Resolved, That more cooperation with local tribal organizations be a condi- 
tion of service for local-agency employees, that the decentralization of Indian 
Office authority or supervision, and to do more effective and constructive work 
is not through remote control through the area office, but delegate the necessary 
authorities to the superintendent who can work in close cooperation with the 
governing bodies of the tribes.” 

I wish to submit the following additional reasons why the area offices of the 
Indian Bureau ought to be abolished; 

1. Area offices are located so far away from the reservation that it is impos 
sible for the staff there to understand fully the needs and ideas of the Indians 

2. Instead of decentralizing by taking authority from Washington, this ar 
rangement just centralizes administration more by taking power away from the 
local superintendent. 

3. The area offices slow up all decisions and actions of the Indian Bureau 
because they are just another set of officials that have to pass on all problems 
before they are finally decided by the Indian Bureau itself. 

Henry F. Freemont. 

Mr. Harrison. I only want to make this statement in regard to 
the Indians out there that are in my district: I have had the oppor 
tunity to visit with them at some length on 2 or 3 different occasions 
and each time that I have had an opportunity to visit with them they 
have brought up this same problem of the services that they receive 
and they are very adamant in their belief about this thing and feel 
they would receive much better service from the standpoint of the 
relations between the Federal (zsovernment and the Indians if the 
services were turned over to the agency, rather than to the area staff 
offices. 

The area staff offices are far removed from the Indian reservation 
itself and they are of the opinion that they would get much better 
service and would be better citizens if they could get the service in 
the agency close to where they live. 

That is the sum and substance of this statement which I have left 
with you. Mr. Freemont is the secretary of the Omaha Tribal Council, 
and any consideration you give to them in this matter will be 
appreciated. 

Mr. Jensen. You may be sure that this committee will give them 
consideration. 

Thank you very much, Congressman Harrison. 


Monpay, Marcn 30, 1953. 
Bourrau or RECLAMATION 


WITNESSES 


WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER, NATIONAL RECLA- 
MATION ASSOCIATION 

PETRUS PETERSEN, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSO- 
CIATION 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. 

We are pleased to have before the committee our friend. Mr. 
William E. Welsh, secretary of the National Reclamation Associa 
tion, who desires to discuss some matters regarding reclamation pro} 
ects which appear in the budget now before us for consideration. 
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We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Welsh. 

_Mr. WELSH. Mr. Chairman, the president of our association, Mr. 

Petrus Petersen, from Lincoln, Nebr., is here at this time, and I 
would like to take, if it is agreeable with you, only a few minutes and 
then let Mr. Petersen talk with you about the problems in general. 
I am sure you would like to hear from him, since he is down here. 

Mr. Jensen. Indeed, we would. 

Mr. Wetsu. I would like to file a prepared statement which I have 
and then touch on just 2 or 3 points in the statement. 

Mr. JensEN. We will be glad to have your statement, and, without 
objection, it will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows: ) 


STATEMENT BY WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER, NATIONAL RECLAMATION 
ASSOCIATION, MARCH 195¢ 


My name is William E. Welsh. I am appearing before your committee as 
secretary-manager of the National Reclamation Association, This is an associa- 
tion which was organized a little more than 20 years ago. It has a very large and 
active membership, including particularly representatives of farmer and water- 
user organizations from each of the 17 Western States—the same area in which 
the Bureau of Reclamation is now authorized to operate. 

At the time the association was organized, the primary objective was to save 
the entire reclamation program. Since then, however, the general scope and 
activities of the association have been broadened considerably. The strong 
membership from the farmer organizations has encouraged us as an association 
to take a very active interest in the problems of the farmers on the various 
reclamation projects of the West. 

The last annual meeting of the association was held in Long Beach, Calif., 
November 12-14, 1952. This meeting was especially well attended. 

One of the more recent accomplishments of the association was the approval 
in principle of a water-policy statement at the Long Beach meeting. This state- 
ment was a result of several years of intensive study and work by a committee 
of 17, 1 from each of our member States. A copy of this statement, I believe, has 
previously been mailed to each member of the committee. 

At the Long Beach meeting, we also adopted a set of resolutions which outlines 
the program of activities and the objectives of the association for the current 
year. 

i I would like to present for your consideration the resolutions having a bearing 
upon appropriation items which are under consideration by your committee. 


RESOLUTION NO, 5 ADEQUATE APPROPRIATIONS FOR WATER DEVELOPMENT 


“Whereas the primary objective of the National Reclamation Association is 
the complete development of the land and water resources of the West; and 

“Whereas the accomplishment of this — calls for adequate appropria- 
tions by the Congress: Now, therefore, be i 

“Resolved, That the National Recl cuales Association hereby directs its officers 
to support before the Congress requests for sufficient appropriations to— 

(a) Permit the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers to con- 
tinue progressive construction programs in consonance with the needs therefor; 

“(b) Support acceleration of the Forest Service program of revegetation, 
watershed restoration, range improvements, and physical improvements of 
national forests; 

“(e) Support and continue the snow survey service of the Department of 
Agriculture ; 

“(d) Permit prompt and continuing acquisition by the Geological Survey of 
basic data respecting both streamflow and ground-water resources throughout 
the Nation; 

“(e) Permit completion of standard topographic mapping of the United States, 
if possible, by the year 1970. 

“(f) Support and accelerate the program of the Soil Conservation Service to 
provide more adequate assistance to the soil conservation districts ; 

“(g) Support research, investigation, and action programs in soil and water 
conservation, basic and essential to the sound development and full continued 
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care of the Nation’s land and water resources basinwide and in harmony with 
multiple-use projects development ; and 

“(h) Support the land capability inventory to be completed as soon as practi 
cable: Be it further 

“Resolved, That the various affected States are urged to give full support to 
the foregoing program.” 


“RESOLUTION NO. 7 SUPPLEMENTAL WATER PROJECTS 


“Whereas, in many localities throughout the West, farming areas which have 
been established for generations are facing curtailment of their future operations 
by reason of deficient or failing water supplies; and 

“Whereas in such communities hundreds of millions of dollars of investment 
are in jeopardy : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the National Reclamation Association, reaffirming Resolution 
No. 21 adopted in 1950 and Resolution No. 18 adopted in 1951, That adequate 
consideration should be given in the preparation of investigations and reports 
to projects to furnish supplemental water supplies to areas now suffering from 
insufficient water supplies.” 


“RESOLUTION NO, 15 AUTHORIZATION AND CONSTRUCTION OF PROJECTS 


“Whereas the general welfare, safety, and defense of our Nation requires the 
wise development, conservation, and utilization of the water resources of the 
reclamation States in periods of national emergency as well as in normal times: 
Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the National Reclamation Association, That even during the con- 
tinuance of the present national emergency 

“(1) It favors the necessary appropriations for projects and project units 
which have been authorized, and which come within the category of a program of 
reclamation project construction necessary to keep the Nation economically 
strong and to meet the demands of national defense, and which have met with 
the approval of the States and localities affected ; 

“(2) It favors the authorization of new projects which meet the tests required 
by Congress and have the approval of the States and localities affected even 
though, because of the present national emergency, it may not be possible to 
proceed immediately with all phases thereof.” 


“RESOLUTION NO. 16—CONSTRUCTION BY CONTRACT BUT PERMITTING LIMITED 
CONSTRUCTION BY FORCE ACCOUNT’ 


“Whereas the National Reclamation Association approves the traditional 
policy of performance of construction work through the letting of contracts by 
competitive bidding; and 

“Whereas the National Reclamation Association realizes that there are circu! 
stances and conditions including management and operation, maintenance and 
repairs, engineering and supervision, minor construction work, and emergencies 
local in character under which the interests of the public and the Federal Gov- 
ernment may be best served by permitting a limited amount and definite type 
of construction work to be done by force account ; and 

“Whereas the National Reclamation Association believes that restrictions 
which have been placed in the Interior Department appropriation bills relating 
to Bureau of Reclamation construction appropriations upholding the traditional 
policy of construction by contract but at the same time permitting a limited and 
necessary amount of work by force account have proven to be, in the main, quite 
satisfactory : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the National Reclamation Association, reaffirming its posi 
tion takein its Resolution No. 12 adepted in 1951, endorses the general pattern 
set forth in Interior appropriation bills establishing the policy of construction 
work by contract and limiting and defining the construction work to be done by 
force account and urges that such a program be made a permanent policy with 
the Bureau of Reclamation.” 


“RESOLUTION NO, 21 ©OST STUDY 


“Be it resolved, That the National Reclamation Association requests the ap- 
propriate committees of Congress to make comprehensive studies of engineering, 
construction, and operation and maintenance costs on projects constructed by 
the Bureau of Reclamation as compared with like costs of projects constructed 
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by non-Federal agencies with a view to determining what legislation, if any, 


may be desirable for the purpose of effecting greater efficiency and economy in 
administration of investigation, design, construction, operation, and maintenance 
work by the Bureau of Reclamation.” 








SUPPLEMENTAL WATER 






There are many irrigated areas throughout the West where farmers are 
trying to operate with an inadequate supply of water. This presents a most 
difficult situation. In many instances a farmer is required to grow crops which 
can be matured with a minimum water supply, even though the demand and 
price paid for other crops may be much greater. This continues to be one of the 
most difficult problems confronting the irrigation farmers of the West. Sup 
plemental water is an important need on many projects which are before you 
for consideration, including not only those which are already under constru 

tion, but several which are asking for funds to start construction. One of the 
most serious in this respect is the Middle Rio Grande in New Mexico. We 
believe that wherever supplemental water will be provided by a project that 
that project should be given most serious consideration. 






















GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 





The reclamation projects of tomorrow will depend to a large extent upon 
the investigations which are made today. We should constantly bear in m.nd 
that a long period of time must necessarily elapse between the time investiga 
tions are first made with respect to a project, and the time when that project 
is finally ready for construction. This is especially true today because of the 
fact that in all of the great river basins of the West, reclamation projects are 
now being studied, planned, and developed on a multiple-purpose basinwide 









basis. Each individual unit of a basinwide development must also be con 
sidered in its relation to the development of the basin as a whole. In a report 
very recently released by the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee, com 
prising representatives of 7 Federal agencies and governors of 7 Pacific North 
west States, the following most significant statement was made: “Nature’s goal 
for the Columbia River system can be fulfilled by locating and building each 
dam, powerplant, and other works in its proper place as an integral part of a 
basinwide plan for water control and development.” 

This statement emphasizes the importance of surveys, investigations, and ad- 
vanced planning in connection not only with the Columbia River Basin, but 
every river basin in the West. As an illustration as to the time required with 
respect to the major-projects of the West, may I point to the following schedule 
of developments on the Columbia Basin project in the State of Washington: 














Milestone in the history of the Columbia Basin project 





First report on Columbia Basin, Army engineers_____-___-__---__----_--- 1879 
Brook Lake plan to irrigate land near Ephrata, partly built but failed__ 1897-98 






First Keclamation Service surveys Seber kb din Cite cuns reece | 

Lake Wenatchee plan; Quincy Valley irrigation district formed; plan 
turned down by State because of cost__- as 1910-14 

Columbia Basin Irrigation League formed to reclaim land with water from 
Idaho Lakes __--_- a eee ttn, Mae 











Report on Columbia Basin project by Col. George W. Goethals, world 
famous builder of Panama Canal, submitted to Congress_ cniiin til 

Congress appropriates $600,000 for Columbia Basin investigation__ 1 

Army’s 3808 Report, including Bureau of Reclamation findings, determines 


Columbia River as water source oa ae ark oa 
Construction begins on Grand Coulee Dam_-_----. ~~ -----_-_-_- sit, 
First gravity water to Columbia Basin_-_- deal = Aa teeea ae 1952 
Project lands facilities to deliver water first 500,000 acres scheduled to be 

completed - : ‘ ae era ae _._ 1958 
Facilities to deliver water to remainder of project of 529,000 acres, sched- 


uled to be completed 


pisccineilpcllithnati beh ties TR 
Thirty-eight years from beginning of construction; ninety-two years from 
beginning of planning 
Furthermore, an engineering organization adequate to carry forward a pro- 
gram of reclamation as we are undertaking it today, and at the same time to 
outline and prepare for future reclamation development, cannot be maintained 
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on a stop-and-go basis—there must be continuity Not only the future of rec 
lamation, but the future of the West depends to a very large extent upon the 
adequacy of general investigations that are made today It is important that 
sufficient funds be made available for this purpose 


NEED FOR RECLAMATION 


You have, I am sure, heard many times, of the rapid rate of increase in our 
population, and the problems involved to provide food and fiber to meet the needs 
and the requirements of that increasing population. By 1975, it is quite generally 
predicted that the population of our country will have reached 190 million ; while 
our total arable farm Jand will remain practically the same. We have about 
reached the limit In that connection I would like to call your attention to a 
chart 

This chart was first prepared by the Department of Agriculture, and used 
before the Agricultural Appropriations Committee in order to emphasize the need 
for agricultural research which, of course, in our opinion, is very important. This 
chart, or gray] h, hows the trend with respect to the number of acres per in 
dividual in the United States. It shows a definite decline from 3.26 acres per 
person in 1920 to 2.25 acres per person in 1950. 

We all realize the importance of balancing the Federal budget. We believe that 
most of our citizens are in sympathy with the President in that respect. Many of 
us, however, are beginning to wonder if it is not false economy to make reduc 
tions in programs which are vital to our own economy in order to balance the 
Federal budget. Should we not look over more carefully our expenditures in 
national defense and foreign aid? In many communities throughout the West, 
pending reclamation projects are of the utmost importance to the economy of 
those areas. It is difficult to convince the sponsors of these projects that they 
should be reduced, or perhaps not started at all, when we are spending such 
vast sums for other purposes 

There are many f tor whi comb to nccentuate the need for continued 
reclamation in the West. Our population is not only growing rapidly, but it is 
moving westward. The Western States have increased much more rapidly than 
other areas. The towns and suburbs are growing. Industry is moving into those 
areas. All of this is creating an unusual demand for additional water supplies 

Conclusions reached by the Department of Agricuiture, the Paley Commission, 
the President’s Water Resources Policy Commission, and others, have all in 
dicated that in order to meet the increased demand for food and fiber we must 
have at least 6 million additional acres of land under irrigation by 1975 


UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 


It has been reported many times by such agencies as the Hoover Commission, 
the President's Water Resources Policy Commission, the Paley Commission, and 
others, that there is a serious shortage of basic information concerning the 
Nation’s water supply. Such information is of vital importance in connection 
with continued development and utilization of our water resources. The National 
Reclamation Association strongly urges that adequate appropriations be made 
available to the United States Geological Survey for the purpose of continuing 
its work of gathering such information 

Underground water is a very valuable resource. Because of insufficient data 
in many areas, the underground water supply is being overtaxed and depleted. 
In the high plains of Texas, nearly 2 million acres of land are being irrigated by 
pumping from the underground water supply. The rate at which wells have 
been drilled during the past few years, and are still being drilled, is threatenin 
to create a very serious condition. In many other areas throughout the West 
Similar situations are developing in respect to underground water. We need 
much more information about this valuable resource 

Streamflow measurements of our surface runoff provide the only means by 
which future developmeat can be planned and carried forward intelligently. 
The manner in which the United States Geological Survey cooperates with the 
States and local agencies in this program bespeaks the popularity, as well as the 
demand, for a continuation of streamflow measurements by this agency. 

Land mapping: The demand for land mapping has been greatly increased due 
partly to the increased growth in population and demands for development 
resources, and to a large extent, due to our military preparedness program. The 
possibilities of war have greatly increased the demand for land maps. The Na 
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tional Reclamation Association has continuously supported this program, and 
urges again that appropriations be made which will permit, if possible, the 
completion of standard topographical mapping of the United States within 20 
years. 


PROJECTS SUPPORTED 


By resolution adopted at Long Beach, the secretary-manager is directed to 
support reclamation projects in the various States of the West which have the 
support of responsible agencies within the State, and which are noncontroversial. 
About 3 weeks ago, I submitted a letter in the form of a questionnaire, together 
with three lists of projects, to State engineers, State water boards, and other 
State agencies in the West. Based upon replies to that letter, two lists of 
projects are attached hereto, both of which are approved and herewith endorsed 
by the National Reclamation Association. The first list includes those projects 
which were approved by the Bureau of the Budget. The second list includes 
projects which are ready for construction, but which were not approved by the 
sureau of the Budget. In response to the questionnaire referred to above, 5 
letters received from State engineers from 5 respective States were most signifi- 
cant. They not only listed projects which they approved, but gave their reasons 
for supporting these projects. Because of the reasons outlined, the National 
Reclamation Association strongly urges that adequate funds be made available to 
carry forward the construction on those projects on the first list which are 
already under construction, and also to initiate construction in those included 
in the second list which are ready for construction. We believe that these 
projects are important to the economy, not only of the local areas immediately 
adjacent to the project, but to the Nation as a whole. 

Respectfully submitted 

WILLIAM E. WELSH, 
Seerctary-Manayer. 


Reclamation projects approved by budget 





Endorsed by NRA, fiscal year 1954 


Projects under construction: 


Gila project, Arizona - ' ns ; eee, He 
Colorado River front work and levee system, Arizona-California- 

Nevada . a : a ila aa a aasde 1, 905, 000 
Boulder Canyon project, Hoover Dam and powerplant, Arizona- 

Nevada * a a ak a ae 373, 000 


Davis Dam project, Arizona-Nevada- mamnn Oy Oar, OOO 
Cachuma project, California eee aac eae sistant. «ig a 
Central Valley project, California. x 9, 250, 000 
Kern River project, California_ Tibet. casteoat Linceiehciie 10, 000 


Kings River project, California__- idl tains teil bien and 2, 000 
Klamath project, California-Oregon ea 5 ileal ode Sd 335, 000 
Colorado-Big Thompson project, Colorado__________-_____ _.._ 5,750, 000 
Paonia project, Colorado- ‘ ptababes aitnen aontoubenenp 7, 000 


Minidoka project, north side pumping division, Idaho__ 
Palisades project, Idaho-Wyoming ‘ 
Hungry Horse project, Montana sai “a 673, 000 
Fort Peck project, Montana-North Dakota___....._.._._._______ 350, 000 
Vermejo project, New Mexico - : . ic eausas eee 
Rio Grande project, New Mexico-Texas x a 529, 000 
Provo River project, Utah Sas cats cecmis Siti iahaiantihln ania 380, 000 
Weber Basin project, Utah on ; Sea Lina iaed ia a 
Columbia Basin project, Washington ee a 21, 930, 000 
Yakima project, Kennewick division, Washington do samo tennis ote’ | | iy 
Yakima project, Roza division, Washington je dic bcnimethcpielceh. 881, 000 
Eden project, Wyoming___- ous skspabirerenien ona ‘1,341,000 
Kendrick project, Ist unit, Wyoming___ ites nSstereiiee es wibeealts 2, 970, 000 
Riverton project, Wyoming Ne cnlatah dhe igh npn itedinaiialiea 475, 000 
Rehabilitation and betterment of existing projects 2, 500, 000 
Drainage and minor completion program_____._____-_________ 1, 110, 000 


a 
Satis io _. 17, 650, 000 
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Reclamation projects approved by budget—Endorsed by NRA, fiscal 
year 1954—Continued 
Missouri Basin, phase A: 
Bostwick division, Nebraska-Kansas __ $4,500, 000 
Canyon Ferry unit, Montana ; , a 957, 000 
Cedar Bluff unit, Kansas : eh 30, 000 
Crow Creek unit, Montana 673, 000 
krenehman-Cambridge division, Nebraska iiecmiteeal 7 , 875, 000 
Jamestown unit, North Dakota : : ‘ , 657, 000 
Kirwin unit, Kansas : , 859, 000 
Lower Marias unit, Montana , 461, 000 
Missouri diversion unit, Montana-North Dakota_- . , 263, 000 
Rapid Valley unit, South Dakota _. 4,230, 000 
Shadehill unit, South Dakota =e 20, 000 
St. Francis unit, Colorado-Kansas_-__- bab ccihald - 35, 000 
Webster unit, Kansas é ; ; badd 6, O80, 000 
Drainage and minor completion program ire ; 161, 000 


RECLAMATION PROJECTS RECOMMENDED By NRA—Not Approvep By BuREAU OF 
BUDGET 
Carlsbad, N. Mex., $750,000 


The Alamogordo Dam is in a very hazardous condition because of the inade- 
quacy of the spillway. Based upon records available at the time the dam was 
constructed, the spillway was made large enough to carry a discharge of 56,000 
cubic-feet per second. This has since proven to be entirely inadequate, It is 
now deemed necessary, and in fact of the utmost importance, that the spillway be 
large enough to carry 225,000 cubic-feet per second. Funds requested for this 
project are primarily for that purpose. 

Viddle Rio Grande, N. Mewx., $1,762,000 

This project represents one of the most critical areas and urgently needed 
projects. The primary objective is to salvage water. With respect to which the 
following situation exists: 

Acre-feet 

Salvaged with emergency funds expended to date___________________-_-. 40, 000 

Anticipated salvage with work now under way iain itll ae 
Anticipated salvage with work contemplated with funds herewith re- 

quested “ s ; See 


Total Slo tine ae Sea 90, 000 


In addition to funds requested there will be approximately $200,000 carried 
over, due to bids being lower than anticipated, making a total of $1,962,000. 
It is proposed to use these funds as follows: 


Drainage rehabilitation Jeet oes i GB A $1, 500, 000 
Six areas where channelization work is to be done ee 427, 000 
Additional surveys_--_- eae a a 35, 000 


Total r a A 1, 962, 000 


New Mexico is one of the two fastest growing States in the Nation. This rapid 
increase in population is creating a demand for water far beyond the ability of 
the existing systems to provide under present conditions. 


MISSOURI BASIN PROJECT 


Bluff Unit, Bighorn Division, Wyoming, $170,000 

This project is located near the town of Worland, Wyo. It will irrigate 
1,242 acres of land by means of 2 pumping plants which will pump the water 
into the proposed lateral system. The present diversion dam will be abandoned 
and about nine-tenths of a mile of new canal will be constructed, connecting 
the Bluff Canal and the Hanover Canal. Because of the recently developed oil 
industry in this area this community is growing very rapidly in population. 
There is an urgent need for this project and for the water development proposed 
herein. It will provide a needed expansion of the agricultural and livestock 
economy of that basin. 

The land classification and preliminary surveys have been completed. 
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Charley Creek Unit, Montana Pumping Division, Montana, $125,000 


This unit is situated in northeastern Montana, along the south bank of the 


Missouri River. The proposed development would irrigate 820 acres. Because 
of the drought conditions prevailing in this area, this project is most important 
to a balanced economy and to make feed available for livestock Funds 


requested would permit completion of the project ready for operation the 
following year. 


Glendo Unit, Oregon Trail Division, Wyoming, $5 million 


Glendo Dam. v h’ch would be located on the North Platte River, about 6 miles 
from the town or Glendo, would provide approximately 800,000 acre-feet of 
storage capacity which would make it possible to save about 70,000 feet of 
runoff which at present is lost. It would also assist in alleviating silting con- 
ditions in the Guernsey Reservoir. A power plant with 24,000-kilowatt capacity 
would be constructed for the purpose of pumping irrigation water during the 
summer months. It is also proposed to construct the Fremont power plant 
with 48,000 kilowatt firm power capacity which would be made possible by 
utilizing Glendo Reservoir for reregulation of the river flow. An ultimate 
plan which has been given some consideration would permit the irrigation of 
15,090 acres with a supplemental water supply. 


Hanover Unit, Bighorn Basin Division, Wyoming, $675,000 

Tre Hanover project is also located near the town of Worland, Wyo. It 
would supply supplemental water to 6,153 acres of semiarid land in that area. 
Two pumping plants would lift the water from the existing Hanover Canal to 


serve the new lands. A detailed land classification and preliminary investigations 
have been completed 


Helena Valley Unit, Helena-Great Falls Division, Montana, $600,000 


This project is urgent because the complete collapse of the existing pumping 
system is an immediate prospect. The replacement of the present pumping 
system is beyond the ability of the local water users. They have been getting 
some assistance from the Montana State Water Board, but that board is not in 
a position to complete this kind of project. The project includes a 300 cubic 
feet per second pumping plant to pump the water from the Canyon Ferry Reser- 
voir through a tunnel to a regulating reservoir. The water will then be dis- 
tributed to the project lands. The project provides not only for the rehabilitation 
of the existing system, but also for the complete development of the Helena 
Valley lands, 


Nickwall Unit, Montana Pumping Division, Montana, $400,000 

This unit is located south of the Missouri River, near the town of Poplar, and 
not far from the previously mentioned Charley Creek unit. It will provide 
irrigation for 2,800 acres of land. The development of this unit and the Charley 
Creek unit will make the farm and livestock industry a more stabilized operation 
in a large grazing area of northeastern Montana. 
Oul Creck Unit, Bighorn Basin Division, Wyoming, $950,000 

This unit will supply supplemental water to a little more than 18,000 acres of 
presently irrigated lands in north central Wyoming. The main features of the 
project are Anchor Dam and two pumping plants which pump from the Bighorn 
River to approximately 4,400 acres in the Lucerne areas. It will provide a full 
supply to the Owl Creek Irrigation District. A report has been completed and 
the designs are practically completed on this program. 
Sargeant Unit, Middle Loup Division, Nebraska, $1,800,000 

The Sargeant unit is located just north of central Nebraska, and is a part 
of the Middle Loup division. It is an area which has suffered from droughts not 
only from the extreme drought period of the thirties, but also during the past 
several years, including 1952. The land in this 17,000 acre tract to be irrigated 
is very fertile and highly productive, but the rainfall is entirely insufficient. At 
a recent meeting of the farmers of the area a vote of 3 to 1 carried to form an 
irrigation district and enter into a contract with the Bureau of Reclamation for 
this project. A member of the board of directors of this district recently told 
me that the people of this area had been planning this project since the nineties, 
Yellowtail Unit, Lower Bighorn Diivsion, Montana, $1,500,000 


This project includes a high concrete arch dam to provide irrigation for 40,000 
acres and ultimately develop 200,000 kilowatts of power. Numerous local 
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rganizations. the State engineer, and the Montana State Legislature are sup 
porting this project. The funds requested this year would be used largely for 
the settlement of right of way with the Crow Indians 


GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Wetsu. With respect to the program for general investigations 
ncluded in my statement, regardless of how fast we can go ahead 
with our reclamation program at this time, and whether or not we 
may be able to go as fast as we would like to, I think we all realize, 
at least, we hope that the time will come and that it is not too far 
away, when we will be able to move forward more consistently, per- 
hs aps, than we can now. 

Chere is another thi ing : and that is when a new administration comes 
in and takes over, it is just natural that they will want to make 
considerable investigation of the projects as they present them to 
the Congress for consideration. With all those things confronting 

. 1 think that investigations are of the utmost importance. 

ory he reclamation program of tomorrow depends upon the investi 
gational work we do today. I have included in my statement a 
tabulation showing the number of years, for instance, that were re 
quired in getting the Columbia Basin project in the State of Wash 
ington ready for final presentation to the Congress and for construc- 
tion. The point IT want to make is that with our program moving 
into the phase of basin-wide development and multipurpose programs 
these projects cannot be planned and investigated and surveyed and 
all of that planning work done in a short period of time. It takes 

long period of time and it is of the utmost importance that investi- 
gational work be continued. I know that you gentlemen on the com 
mittee realize that, because you have been, we think, very fair and 
very liberal with us in the past in regard to the monev that has been 
made available for that purpose, and we appreciate it. We appreciate 
it sincerely. 

STATE INTEREST IN RECLAMATION PROJECTS 


Phere is another phase which T would like to mention, Mr. Chair 
man, and that is for the past several years our association has adopted 
resolutions which authorize the officers of the association to support 
projects before the committees of the Congress which are noncon- 
trovel rsial and which have the support of the responsible agencies 
within the States. 

We sent out a letter and questionnaire to the State engineers, the 
State water es and other oflicers of the State agencies and others 
throughout the West, listing the projects that were up for consid 
eration and asking their suggestions as to whether we should support 
these projects. 

I have here letters which I would like to call to your attention from 
five of the State engineers in the Western States. During the past 
several years we have been talking about the State partic ipation in our 
programs. That we should have greater participation by the States. 
That the States should be give nan op portunity to express their r opin 
ions on these various problems and that their opinion should be given 
to us. I do not believe there is any group in the entire West that 
has quite the understanding of the prom ms in their respective States 
as the State engineers of those State: 
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I have a letter from the State engineer of Montana and one from 
the State engineer of Idaho, Wyoming, North Dakota, and Nebraska. 
I do not want to burden your record with those statements unless you 
desire to have them in the record, but they are available so you can 
look at them and keep them with you and have them for whatever 
use you may desire. 

Mr. JENSEN. I note the statements are not lengthy, and I think it 
is ve ry proper that these statements should go into the record because 
of the facts which you just mentioned. 

This committee has on many occasions felt that some of the States 
were not playing their proper part in this great program, and we are 
happy to know that the States are interested enough to explain their 
particular interest in this reclamation program. 

Without objection, I shall put these letters in the record at this point. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 

STATE OF MONTANA, 
Helena, Mont., March 18, 1953. 


Mr. WiiLiaAM E. WELCH, 


Secretary-Manager, National Reclamation Association, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. WELCH: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of March 


7, 
together with a group of projects classified under three different listings for the 
fiscal year 1954. 


You have asked whether or not any of these projects might be controversial, 
and if there is any reason why the National Reclamation Association should not 
sponsor these projects. For those listed in Montana I cannot see any reason why 
the whole list should not be sponsored wholeheartedly. 

kor your convenience in preparing arguments before the Appropriations Com- 
mittee I have prepared the enclosed brief explanation about each project in 
Montana excepting those in list No. 3, which are not yet ready for construction. 

I presume you already have much of this information, but I thought possibly 
there might be a few local angles which you did not have. 

I will also send a carbon copy of this material to Mr. E. W. Rising. 

If there is any further information that I can supply you, please feel free to 
call upon me, 

Very truly \ours, 
FreD E. Buck, State Engineer. 











RECLAMATION PROJECTS RECOMMENDED BY THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 
FISCAL YEAR 1954 





LIST NO. 1 


Hungry Horse project, $678,000 


This project consists of a dam and storage reservoir on the South Fork of the 
Flathead Kiver. The purposes of the project, at the time of justifying the same, 
were power, flood control, irrigation, and navigation. The project is about com- 
pleted, and storage of water was begun last year. This project is a very strategic 
storage project, so far as power is concerned. Besides furnishing power at the 
dam, it will provide for the release of water to firm up all of the powerplants 
between it and the mouth of the Columbia River, which includes the Kerr Plant 
at the mouth of the Flathead lakh the plant at Thompson Falls, the new plant 
at Cabinet Gorge, Albany Falls at the outlet of Lake Pend Oreille, Grand Coulee, 
Chief Joseph, McNary, The Dalles, and Bonneville. 

Power will be supplied for irrigation purposes for lands in the upper Flathead 
Valley between Columbia Falls-Whitefish and the head of Flathead Lake. Also it 
will furnish power for the new aluminum plant about to be constructed near 
Coram, Mont. There is also a projected powerline from Hungry Horse to Ana- 
conda as a part of the Bonneville Power Administration program. 

The $673,000 requested by the Bureau of Reclamation is for the purpose of 


completing and cleaning up work on the project. <A fight should be made to 
obtain the appropriation. 
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Fort Peck project, $350,000 

The Fort Peck project on the Missouri River is being used primarily to generate 
power, the most of which is being transmitted easterly to a tie with lines of the 
Montana Dakota Co., and also for the construction work on the Garrison Dam in 
North Dakota. Another line extends westerly to connect with the Montana 
Power system. 

The 50,000 requested is for the purpose of completing several substations 
and continuing work on other lines and substations, all of which are associated 
with the plan to fully utilize all available energy. 


MISSOURI BASIN, PHASE A 


Canyon Ferry unit, $957,000 


The Canyon Ferry Dam is under construction across the Missouri River about 
15 miles east of Helena, Mont. It will create a storage of about 3 million acre 
feet to be used principally for the generation of power both at the dam and for 
the Montana Power plants on down the Missouri River. The storage will replace 
the water formerly obtained from the Hebgen Dam on the Madison River below 
Yellowstone Park. In the future, the power company will obtain water from 
the Canyon Ferry project, and the Hebgen Reservoir will be used for irrigation 
Water will be diverted from the Canyon Ferry Reservoir to irrigate Helena 
Valley, which is discussed below under “Helena Valley unit.” 

The $957,000 requested is for the purpose of cleaning up the final work around 
the dam and powerplant. 

Crow Creek unit, $673,000 

This project consists of placing 5,020 acres under irrigation in the Crow Creek 
Valley a few miles above the backwater of the Canyon Ferry Reservoir. Water is 
to be pumped from the Missouri River with a lift of 175 feet, then diverted 
through a low ridge by a tunnel about 2,200 feet long, then carried from there by 
gravity to irrigate the lands. The Canyon Ferry Dam will back water up and 
inundate about 5,000 acres of very fertile irrigated agricultural lands. One 
of the conditions which granted permission to proceed with the construction of 
Canyon Ferry Dam was that the Bureau of Reclamation should develop other 
new lands to replace the area to be flooded by the Canyon Ferry Reservoir; for 
that reason, the Crow Creek unit is being developed. It is under construction 
with the expectation of delivering water for 1954 It is imperative that this 
project be completed in order to make it possible to fill the Canyon Ferry Rese! 
voir. 

Every effort should be made to supply the necessary funds so that there will 
be no delay in the program. 


Lower Marias unit, $7,461,000 

This project consists of the construction of a high earth-filled dam on the 
lower reaches of the Marias River to irrigate ultimately 127,000 acres of land, 
situated between the Marias River and Havre. A good deal of time and money 
has been spent by local interests in organizing the project into an irrigation 
district under State law. The construction camp has been built and a contract 
for construction of the dam has been let. The work accomplished to date consists 
of the following: 

The contractor has just about completed excavation of the diversion 
tunnel and a construction power transmission line has been built Exca 
vation of the spillway and stripping of the area for the dam is proceeding. 
The contractor has over a million dollars’ worth of equipment on the job 
and is completing his office, shop, and dormitories. He is making good 
progress because of the mild winter. The Bureau advises that sufficient 
funds should be provided to enable the prime contractor to continue work ata 
good rate. We understand that about $2 million in addition to the present 
request can be used for contractor's earnings. If financing proves inade- 
quate, costly delays will result 

Local and other interests in Montana have tried for at least 35 or 40 years to 
get this project built, as it has long been recognized that the economy of the 
locality needed this development to stablize its resources. Every effort should 
be put forth toward pushing this project through to completion. 

Missouri diversion, $5,263,000 


This project consists of the construction of a diversion dam across the Mis 
souri River some 20 miles below the Fort Peck Dam and the construction of a 

















‘ iversion canal from the north bank of the river to Medicine Lake in 
he northeast corner of the State. A small canal will divert water from the 
ink to irrigate about 8,000 acres along the Missouri River bottom. The 
rrea to be irrigated from the main canal on the north bank is approximately 
500 acres. This project was originally known as the Missouri-Souris project 
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Under the original plan a dam was to be placed across the outlet of Medicine 
Lake which would tlood an area many times the size of the present Medicine 
Lake rom this lake, ater was to be pumped over the divide and into the 
s ris River Basin in North Dakota to irrigate about a million additional 
cres in that State Further studies have developed now, indicating that it 
be more economical to pump from the Garrison Reservoir to irrigate the 

ids in North Dakota and not build the innmmense reservoir or orginally planned 

it Medicine Lake This change in plans has i iminated the objec 
tionable features that Montana people were complaining about The ereation 
of an irrigation district which was contemmlated has not been initiated A 
small power-generating unit will be made a part of the diversion dam, and this 
ower can be used for pumping on several thats along the Missouri River that 
innot be irrigated by gravity method. The dam is being redesigned so that 


ufficient floodgates will be installed to prevent the excess flooding of lands 
ihbove the dam during high-water time. 
The $5,263,000 requested is for continuing construction work on the dam with 


inor amounts for designs and specifications for the canal work and payments 

for powerplant equipment now on order. The present plan provides for irrigation 
Montana lands only 

It | be necessary to make another request. which is now really another 


Dakota area to be irrigated 







LIST NO, 2 
reek u t, $125,000 
This unit is located in northeastern Montana along the south bank of the 
Missouri River near Brocton. The unit has an irrigable area of 820 acres, all 
f which is on the flood plain of the Missouri River. A pumping lift of 22 feet 
will be required. The requested amount will start construction of the unit with 
ater to be available in the following year. Development is necessary in order 
») make farming and livestock industry a more stabilized operation in a wide 
rea of northeastern Montana which is chiefly grazing land. 


Helena Valley unit $600,000 
li purpose is to pump water from the Canyon Ferry Reservoir and divert 
through a tunnel to gravity canals which | irrigate about 20,000 acres in 
the Helena Valley At the present time there are two pumping plants which 
ip from Lake Helena to irrigate 5,000 acres. This area will eventually be 


ncorporated in and be a part of the proposed Helena Valley unit. These two 
units were or lv built by the Montana Power Co. as a condition upon which 
they secured : t to build the Hebgen Reservoir on the upper Madison River. 
The company operated the two plants some forty-odd years, which fulfilled their 





ybligation in securing the permit, and then decided to abandon the project. The 
State Water Conservation Board, through insistence of the local water users, 
undertook to keep the project operating until such a time that water would be 
available from the Canyon Ferry Reservoir, under the Helena Valley unit. The 


Board has maintained and kept the pumps operating from year to year, with 
the hopes that every year would be the last. The pumps are old and antiquated 
ind are not the right grading in sizes to obtain the most efficient operating con 
ditions. The delivery pipelines are just about to fall to pieces. Both the water 
users and the water board are exerting every effort to keep these old pumping 
plants operating until the Bureau’s project can be completed and put into oper- 
ition. The proposed Helena Valley unit is very essential and it’s completion 
should be pushed with all the vigor possible. The accessibility of water will 


reate a great many subsistant homesteads in the Helena Valley occupied by 


people who will work in Helena and maintain a home with a garden and a cow 
nthe Helena Valley 





Vickwall unit $400,000 

The unit is on the south side of the Missouri River near Poplar. A 31-foot 
pumping lift will provide water for 2,800 irrigable acres. The funds requested, 
but not allowed by the Budget Bureau, would provide for starting construction 
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1954 with completion the following year. The development of this unit, and 
ie nearby Charley Creek unit will make the farming and livestock industry a 
nore stabilized operation in a large grazing area of northeastern Montana 
Yellowtau unit, lowe Big Horn divisio $7 000 000 

This project consists of the construction of a high concrete arch dam at the 

nt of the Big Horn River Cany for the purpose of developing irrigation 

ind powel Under the plans, it is proposed to irrigate 40,000 acres in the Big 
Horn Valley and ultimately develop 200,000 killowats of powe Both irriga 

n and power are badly needed Irrigation will stabilize the economy of the 

ley nd the power generation is needed to fill in the blank area between the 
Fort Peck lines and those of the upper Big Horn Basin. The proposed lines w 


onnect With those of the Montana Power Co. at Billings; the Fort Peck-Garrisor 
nes through the Montana Dakota Power system and the power distribution sys- 
em of the upper Big Horn River Valley in Wyomil 





The construction camp has been built, pilot ads have been constructe 
the dam site and the dam site has been core-drilled (C‘ongress has been 
uUMePrOUS Local Oreal ations and also by the Montana Legislature to D et 
expeditious \ iS possible Tor the construction f tl project 


B / N a VW ; 
Wittiam Kk. WeLs 
Necretar Vanager, National Reclamation Association, 
Wasl f Bp. < 

Dear Mr. WELSH: Thi: you for your letter of March 7 regarding the Ippo 
of the National Reclam: on Sel ce for the appre Lato! le tie pl 

tuched theret 

We earnestly request that the wholehearted pport « the Nat L ine 
tion Association be given to obtaining the appropriation for the Jamestows 
the only project in your list that is located in North Dakot: I ( 
of the Jamestown Dam is well ahead of schedule and S @X] ed 
pleted in 1958 When completed this dam will provide flood contro ! ‘ 
henefits for the city of Jamestown and will be utilized in the future develo 
ment of the irrigable areas in the James River Valle helow Jamestown and 
Oakes area hen waters are diverted from the Missouri River into central Nort 
Dakota. This project is Important to the State and to the best of our kno\ 
edge has the support of all local and State group 


The Fort Peck project and the Missou liversion unit near Fort Peck we 


originally to be utilized in the diversion of water to North Dakota as we 


to serve a sizeable area in Montana Although recent developments indicate 
that water to serve these areas will be diverted from the Garrison Reservo 

North Dakota this project has the support of North Dakota because the benetit 
accruing Will be realized in North Dakota as well as Montana This project 


of course, Wo ild also be esse ntial for diversion to North Dakota if it Ss ultimately 
determined that such diversion should be made from the diversion dam locate 
below Fort Peck Dam in Montana 

North Dakota is vitally interested in having the studies, investigations and 
plans for the diversion from Garrison completed as soon as possible, and that 
construction of the facilities for this project can get under way at an early date 

The North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission have prepared 
reservation to this effect, a copy of which is enclosed. There are several other 
water development projects in North Dakota that are still in investigation stage 
that are not included in the list of projects vou have submitted. The commission 
favors the development of these projects and requests the support of the Nationa 
Reclamation Association, We are, at the present, compiling a list of these 
projects and will send you a copy as soon as it is availab eS 

Representatives of the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commissior 
will attend congressional hearings on these appropriations shortly after Marct 
30: however your assistance in this matter will he of great value in assuring the 
eppropriation of funds for these projects. 

Yours very truly, 
STATE WATER CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
J. J. Watrsn7, 


Seeretary and Chief Engineer. State Enaineer 
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WYOMING STATE ENGINEER'S OFFICE, 
Cheyenne, Wyo., March 17, 1952. 


Mr. WILLIAM E. WELSH, 
Secretary-Manager, National Reclamation Association, 
Washinyton 4, D.C 
Dear Mr. Wet_sH: This is in reply to your letter of March 7, 1953, addressed 
o State engineers, State water boards and others 

We have reviewed the lists of projects in the Missouri Basin under construc 
tion, others ready for construction and others not ready for construction and 
offer comments as follows: The lists of projects under and ready for construc 
tion meets our approval. 

in list No. 3 of projects not ready for construction yo a listed “Moorhead 
unit, Powder division, Montana-Wyoming.” We l« his unit is objection 
ible to both Wyoming and Montana people with the exception of a few town 
people in Montana tha ould profit bv the funds spent luring construction. 

It is our opinion that this development will cost more than it will be worth 
to Montana and will be of great damage to valuable ranch properties in Wyoming, 
and will be of little value as a flood-control project. 

We believe seevral smaller reservoirs upstream in Wyoming will provide all 
the flood control needed and at the same time supply supplemental water on 
lands that need it and in addition irrigate some new lands. 

We suggest that this project be eliminated from all consideration, by the 

ederal agencies unless or until the States of Montana and Wyoming can agree 
on the necessity for and feasibility of this Moorhead project 
We believe in the interest of economy and good government that the Secretar) 
the Interior should rule that no project such as Moorhead should be investi 


ol 
gated until the interested States have resolved their differences and that no 


project such as Moorhead shall hereafter be started until same has been re 


viewed and approved by the States as provided by the 1944 Flood Control Act 
Sincerely yours, 
L. C. Brswop, State Engineer. 


DEPARTMENT OF RECLAMATION, 
Boise, Idaho, Varch a7. 1953. 
Re Your circular letter of March 7, 1953 
Mr. WiLtiAm E. WELSH, 
Necretary-Manager, National Reclamation Association, 
National Press Building, Washingtotn 4, D. C. 

DEAR BILL: List No. 1 

Minidoka project, American Falls Power Division. I do not know the attitude 
of the upper Snake River water users. My comments will be those of the 


(‘committee of Nine 
Minidoka project, North Side Pumping Division: No reasons why appropria- 


tions should not be supported on a going project. 
Palisades project: No reasons why appropriations should not be supported 


on a going project 
Very truly yours 
Mark R. Kurp, 


State Reclamation Engineer. 


LINCOLN, NEBR., March 13, 1953. 
Mr. WILLIAM E. WELSH, 
Secretary-Manager, National Press Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. WetsH: Reference is made to your letter of March 7, 1953, to State 
engineers and others, asking for coimments on the pro /ects included on the list 
which accompanied your letter 
It is noted that the Bostwick division, Nebraska-Kansas, and the Frenchman- 
Cambridge division, Nebraska, are listed among the projects under construction 
which are recommended for completion by the Bureau of the Budget and for 
which appropriation of $4,500,000 and $4,875,000 are recommended. There is 
no reason, that I know of, why these two projects should not be supported for 
appropriattions by the committees of Congress, The construction of both of 
these projects is well advanced and it is in the interest of all concerned that 
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they be completed as soon as possible in order that benefits from them may be 
realized. 

In list No. 2, among the Missouri Basin phase B projects which are ready 
for construction but are not recommended by the Bureau of the Budget at this 
time, are the Glendo unit on the North Platte River in Wyoming and the Sat 


gent unit on the Middle Loup River in Nebraska. The objections to the Glendo 
} 


unit which Nebraska once voiced have been resolved by the stipulation for the 
modification of the United States Supreme Court decree which has been agreed 
to by the States of Colorado, Wyoming, Nebraska, and the United States. The 
land-owners in the Sargent unit have organized an irrigation district and are 
prepared to enter into a repayment contract with the Bureau of Reclamation 
The people in the Sargent area are anxious that this project be built as soon as 
possible, and I know of nothing of a controversial nature which should inter 
fere with its going ahead. I believe that every effort should be made to secure 
appropriations for the start of construction of the Glendo and Sargent units 

The Ainsworth unit, Nebraska, which is included in your list No. 3 is not vet 
eady for construction. Public hearings on the Bureau’s preliminary report fol 
the Ainsworth unit indicated that there is considerable local objection whic 
should be resolved, and I understand that the Bureau of Reclamation is making 
further investigation and studies in an attempt to meet the major objections 
Preliminary steps have been taken by the land-owners of the Ainsworth unit 
to organize an irrigation district under the 1895 act. 

Very truly yours, 
H. L. AITKEN, State Engineer 

Mr. Weisu. For 24 years before I came to Washington—I came 
down here } years aZo as secretary lhahager of the association I was 
water master on the Boise River in Idaho where I had to work very 
closely with the water users and farmers of that area. I mention 
that because I want to stress again the importance of supplemental 
water on these various projects in the West. We had that experience 
and that diffic ulty in the Boise Valley prior to the construction of 
Anderson Ranch Reservoir in that area and the losses were terrific. 
I know what it means to a group of farmers to be short of irrigation 
water in the arid West. I think that is one of the most serious prob 
lems that can confront any community. Some of these projects that 
are before you for consideration do involve supplemental water, par 
ticularly the middle Rio Grande in New Mexico and several others. 
Some of them already started, such as the Weber Basin and the 
Palisades and others. I think that is one of the most important prob- 
lems confronting the areas in the West, where the people are living 
there and trying to get along with . in aclequi ite water supply. 

I would like to stop at that, Mr. Chairman, and permit the presi 
dent of our association to say a few wae 

_ mar. JENSEN. Thank you, Mr. Welsh. Mr. Petersen, I want to con 

ratulate you for having been chosen as president of this very fine 
organization, which has done so much for the development of the West, 
and, hence, for the good of every American. You are a neighbor, just 
across the river from my great State of Iowa, and I feel that we are 
just a little closer than if you were many, many thousands of miles 
away from my home State. I represent that district, as you may know, 
just across the river from Omaha. I have : oy i120 miles of that 
mighty Missouri to deal with, which, as you know, is always a problem. 

I am very happy, and I know ececsenittes will be pleased to hear 
from you, Mr. Petersen. 

Mr. Perersen. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Of course, the association is officially represented by our secretary- 
manager, who compiles the information and whose business it is to 
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keep the congressional committees informed and advised as to the 


work and progress of oun association. 

I do. however. very much appreciate an opportunity to present il 
few cle ms ON behalf ot the association. | do not know that I will 
onfine myself, particularly, to the specific money items that are in 
volved. but bac! that, of course, lies the development program In 

ervone IS \ itally concerned. 
e toa group in Chicago on the way over about the 3-cent-per 
It is now about 150 vears ago this year when we acquired 
a Purchase at about 3 cents per acre. The value that ha 
that area has come about. in very large measure, by 
th the settlers through the agencies of the Federal Gov 
only in the last 20 years, but from the | eoINnINe Of 
the re. F 
who have been permitted to live our threescore ana té 
le more, have lived half of that time out there in the pl: 
loes not seem too long by way ot development 
il formation 
s, like your chairman and myself, stem from people wh 
ited over and settled in this 3-cent land. At that time, the thing 
ped develop the West was the Federal Government’s part icipa 
by land grants and otherwise and in providing transportation 
allroad cle velopme! A We have learned over the vears that we 
1 of weather cycles. It is a little difficult to maintan 
- enthusiasm and push in years such as we have had the 
>a little more, when we had fairly abundant rainfai 
most of the areas where we rely on rainfall, but we learned from 
the past that we must anticipate a recurrence of the deficient rainfall 
vears. All history indicates that that is so, not only the recorded 
human history, but our tree rings and other evidences that we have 
of the evcles t} if have existed. 

One of the difficulties in these developments that we speak about 
here is that when those periods hit us, and we want to do very much— 
well, maybe we should do more during those periods—but if we are 
to do more, then we must, as Mr. Welsh says, be sure that we do an 
adequate amount of planning, surveying, and getting ready for those 
developments. 

The reclamation program in its entirety needs a sustaining activity, 
hoth because of the organiz*tion itself and, secondly, because of the 
ludgetary problems of the National Government. We are all at the 
moment struggling with the dilemma between our desire to see a 
speedily balanced Federal budget on the one hand and on the other 
hand our desire to progress in these developments. I think everyone 
connected with reclamation senses the necessity of being willing to 
share in the necessary adjustments that have to be made to achieve the 
one objective, but we entertain the hope that it will not be regarded 
as the principal contributor to a reduction in the budgetary require- 
ments of the country. 

The supplemental water that Mr. Welsh speaks of is a problem in 
which this inbetween country is very much concerned, where we have 
almost enough rainfall. Of course, when you get to the chairman’s 
area, they would not recognize that they needed any additional, but 
on the other side of the river we do, and sometimes I think they 
do too. 








Mr. Jensen. I have seen the time when we did and not too many 
years ago. 

Mr. Prrersen. Yes, that is right. The economic effect of the Dust 
Bow] period is felt, of course, there as it is all over the entire Nation. 
So, our association will hope that this subcommittee and your gen- 
eral committee will share with us in this desire to keep moving and 
to plan and investigate. It is not only the Columbia Basin that Mr. 
Welsh refers to that has taken a long time. Most of the develop- 
ments in our State came in the 30’s and came to the area where people 
had been planning for a quarter of a century before that. They had 
plans to go to work on, It is the 25-year period of gestation between 
the time these projects are conceived and the time they can be born 
normally, and — they have their long period of struggling to grow 
and to develop. S , pli mning and research study should go forward 
with some adjustme nt in the q participation at the local level. 

Our association is very earnest about this matter of increasing the 
consciousness and effectiveness of the participation by those who fi- 
nally, with shovel in hand, go out and convert the plans into effective 
programs and developments, and, oe the local governmental 
units in the States have been of a great deal of assistance in the 
investigations and studies which thei have devoted to that purpose. 
Most of it originated at the Federal level, and sometimes, at least, I 
have felt with a view of vindicating what is, rather than with a view 
of trying to find a basis of adjustment. But, the people in the West 
still ‘believe that democr: acy lives at the local level of government 
where the individual citizen knows what goes on and has some voice 
in determining his own destiny. That is ‘probab ‘ly beyond the scope 
of your subcommittee, but I wanted to say it anyway, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. I want you to know that I appreciated those words. 
I know they come from the heart of a fine, good man. I concur in 
the sentiments which you have expressed and this committee has a 
great responsibility in seeing to it that proper amounts of funds are 
made available for the purpose which you mention and for many 
other things pertaining to the development of our country and the 
preservation of our national resources. I am proud of every mem- 
ber of this committee. They have the good of the country at heart, 
and there may be times when some people think we have been a little 
too stingy with some items, but we have no other purpose than to do 
that. which we feel deep down in our hearts is the right thing to do 
and the proper thing to do. We are happy that we know we have a 
president of this great organization which you head whose heartbeats 
are in tune with ours. 

Mr. Fenron. I think that statement is generally correct, Mr. Chair- 
man. I know that the people out in the field ‘and people that are 
affected, are certainly aad Americans, but to enable this subcom- 
mittee to do what is right and what they think is right, I feel they 
should offer the subcommittee any suggestions as to anything that is 
being done that should not be done by “the Reclamation Bureau. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, Mr. Fenton, I agree with you. I have known sev- 
eral occasions where the Reclamation Association has been very much 
in opposition to some of the things that the Bureau of Reclamation 
has recommended. I can say that, and I am sure, Mr. Welsh, you can 
remember some of those things. There were a number of them. 





Mr. Wetsn. Yes, sir; a good many of them. 

Mr. Perersen. I have been saying recently that I hope we shall not 
continue to feel that we are fighting the Bureau, but that we shall 
find now a means of moving forward with more unanimity than we 
have been. 

One thing that I had intended to say, Mr. Chairman, when this 
development of the West is up, it is so often thought of as repre- 
senting a burden to the rest of the country. 

I think any sound inquiry will disclose that the people in the East 
pay not more taxes but less taxes because of the developments of the 
West. Anyone who looks at one of these areas—I refer out home to 
our Scotts Bluff development, which is the oldest . Colorado—when 
you consider the present rate of income and other taxes paid by that 
area in the valley with what they would be paying under the original 
prairie conditions, and compare that with the investment that was 
made by the Federal Government, you will discover that the income 
taxes paid in that area now represent every 2 years the total cost 
of the development, forgetting about the amount they have repaid 
directly. That is true of substantially all of this development. 
‘ax burdens require an increased tax base. That is one of the things 
I want to point out. 

Mr. Norrevi. I do not think T have any questions, but I would like 
to say that I enjoyed your testimony very =, I do not have any 
reclamation project in my State, as you know, but I have been inter- 
ested in reclamation. I have made a study of it, and if I am not 
mistaken, the first project we had in this country on irrigation was 
in the State of Washington, called the Yakima project. 

Some years ago I happened to be in the area where irrigation was 
born, and I went into the problem there at length. Where it was 
born, in the Old World it used to be Persia; now it is ran. I talked to 
the Shah of Iran. Reclamation was started out there to reclaim that 
good soil. 

if the testimony before this committee is correct, we are not doing 

much toward reclaiming the soil now as we are to give cheap 
elec tric power to concerns that are able to pay what it costs. It 
as been testified before this committee in these hearings that in one 
tate alone if the electric power had been handled in a different 
way, around $6 million per vear would have been collected through 
(he sale of power over and above that which is going to be collected, 
and that could have been used, in addition to what is being collec ted, 
lo pay off these reclamation projects for the irrigation of the land. 

I do not know if that is true or not, and I do not know if any mem- 
ber of this committee — whether it is true or not, but I believe 
power should be resold at a reasonable rate, getting as much as would 
be proper from the sale ‘of power, and applying that on the cost of 
these irrigation projects so that the projects would be made feasible 
and people throughout the country would not have to contribute 
too much. 

You, as a representative of reclamation, might look into that. I 
know you have. This committee wants to help reclamation, but I am 
not too much interested in providing cheaper power to one town in 
our country than I am to another town in our country, especially where 
‘hey are able to pay the fair cost of the product. 
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Mr. Wetsu. I do not think it would be wrong to say there is a 
strong feeling not only among members of our association but in the 
West generally that there has been too much emphasis placed on 
power. We have the feeling that when reclamation was started the 
primary purpose was to irrigate the lands of the West, and that 


power, where developed, was to remain incidental to irrigation. 

Mr. Jensen. That is according to law. 

Mr. Wetsu. That is the way it should be. Power should be con 
sidered as a means of assisting to repay the cost, and instead of at- 
tempting to sell that power at the lowest possible price, it should be 
sold at a price established on the basis of fair competition with other 
power in the area. 

Mr. Norre yt. The reason for the power is irrigation in your section ¢ 

Mr. Wetsu. That is right. 

Mr. Norreti. And in my district it is flood control. 

Mr. Wetsu. That is right. 

Mr. Norrewyu. And | say all reasonable and equitable money should 
be raised through the sale of power wherever possible, and that ap- 
plied to the purpose of irrigation and flood control. 

Mr. Wetsu. That is right. 

Mr. Norreti. And we want to do what we can along that line. 

Mr. Wetsu. We appreciate that. 

Mr. Perersen. The difficulty with trying to reach social objectives 
is one of the things that always creeps into these problems. Cheap 
power has been a wonderful development to the West; but power 
can be cheap without failing to get what it is reasonably worth in the 
market. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Mr. Norretu. I agree with you, and cheap power would be mighty 
welcome in Arkansas. I would not mind the Government coming 
down and giving my constituents power. I would not advocate it; 
I would not say it would be beneficial to the Government; I do not 
think it is a function of the Government. But reclamation is not like 
cheap power. ‘The whole Nation wants to reclaim that land out there. 
We are not interested in bringing in uneconomical cheap power. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you gentlemen. 


Monpbay, Marcu 30, 1953. 
Gita Progecr, ARIZONA 
WELLTON-MOHAWK DIVISION 


WITNESS 


R. H. McELHANEY, PRESIDENT, WELLTON-MOHAWK IRRIGATION 
AND DRAINAGE DISTRICT 


Mr. JENsEN. We have before the committee Mr. R. H. McElhaney, 
who is president of the Wellton-Mohawk irrigation and drainage 
district. 

Mr. McEtnaney. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. I believe, Mr. McElhaney, that you have lived in that 
territory for quite a few years? 
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Mr. McEunaney. That is right. I have lived down there 25 years. 

Mr. Jensen. And I believe you are also a farmer by profession 

Mr. McE.tuaney. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. And you have some things you want to say to this 
committee. 

Mr. McEtuanry. Yes. I have a short statement I would like to 
read, and if you have any questions I shall try to answer them. 

Mr. Jensen. You go right ahead and make your statement. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. McEtuanry. My name is R. H. McElhaney. I am president 
of the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drain: ge District, vice chair- 
man of the Arizona Interstate Stream Commission, and for the past 
18 years have owned and operated a farm in the area now covered by 
the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District. 

I am appearing before your committee, Mr. Chairman, to support 
the Bureau of Reclamation’s request for an appropriation of $4,500,- 
000 for the Gila project in Yuma County, Ariz., and to give you some 
of the reasons why the board of directors of the district feel _— the 
above amount should be made available for the coming fiscal yea 

A repayment contract between the Department of Interior <n the 
Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District was signed March 
4, 1952, for repayment of the construction costs of the project. 

The continuance of construction and the early completion of the 
irrigation works of the Gila project as scheduled is necessary to meet 
the ever-increasing demands for fresh irrigation water for crop pro- 


duction in the Wellton-Mohawk Division of this project. Farmers 
whose lands are adjacent to completed parts of the main canal, dur- 
ing the summer crop season of 1952, irrigated approximately 10,000 
acres of land from ‘egpeare | constructed connections to the main 


canals permitted under special agreements with the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation. I might interpose, when those farmers saw 
that water in those canals they just could not see it go by, so they, 
at their own expense, constructed the works to have that water go to 
their lands. Also during 1952 there were approximately 7,000 acres 
of land still being irrigated from salty wells. The overwhelming 
demand for Colorado River water is also clearly shown by the land- 
leveling and farm-development activity taking place in the distribu- 
tion areas where laterals are presently being completed. 

Complete development of the entire farming area will coincide 
with the availability of water from completed laterals. At the 
present time there are in excess of 100 large land-leveling tractors and 
pieces of earth-moving equipment at work in the project preparing 
land for crop this year. In my opinion there is being cleared, leveled, 
and prepared for water at least 160 acres of new land each day. And 
the Soil Conservation Service tells me that estimate is too low, that 
there is more land being prepared each day than my estimate indi- 
cates. This will continue until it is too late to plant crops this spring ; 
however, leveling will continue all summer and until the entire 
project is in production. 

The interest shown by farmers in the early development of their 
farms required the se heduling ahead of plan for additional — 
and motors for Wellton-Mohawk pumping plants Nos. 1, 2, and 3 in 
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fiscal year 1953. ‘The long period of time required to fabricate pumps 
ind motors of the required design will preclude delivery before late 

n fiscal year 1954 and installation cannot be completed before water 
will be needed in 1955. At the time the project was started they 
only put in part of the pumps there, because they did not figure they 
would need all of them so soon, but the land is being developed ahead 
of the time they had contemplated. 

By June 30 of this year there will have been completed 3 water- 
distribution lateral systems covering 25,000 acres. Ali of this land 
s now either developed or will be developed by the end of this 
calendar year, except 28 veteran units totaling approximately 3,600 
icres for which water will be available this year. There are a total 
of 120 160-acre veteran farm units in the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation 
District. The first 28 veteran units.will be drawn by lot before the 
end of this year. I might say we have more than 8,000 veterans’ 
applications on file for these units at the present time. That shows 
the demand that exists for irrigated land. 

One additional water-distribution lateral system is under con- 
struction at this time and will be completed in early 1954. Plans and 
specifications will be ready before September for three additional 
lateral distribution systems and these units should be under contract 
and construction before fall. These 3 units will provide Colorado 
River water for an additional 26,000 acres of land. Part of this land 
is now receiving water under special agreements with the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation. 

There is every reason to believe there will be close to 30,000 acres of 
land under cultivation before the end of this calendar year and I can 
see no reason why there should not be an additional 15,000 or 20,000 
acres under water in 1954, There is only one thing that will hold up 
this schedule of development, and that will be lack of suflicient con- 
struction money. 

As an indication of population growth in the project, a new high 
school was built last year and opened for school in September 1952 
It was built with a capacity for 200 students but already has 150 
students enrolled. At the time it was designed 2 years ago it was 
thought that it would take care of the high-school need for the next 
5 years. It now appears that it will be necessary to enlarge the plant 
in another year. One of the elementary schools built 4 additional 
classrooms for the opening of school last fall and is already over- 
crowded, and the eleetors of the district voted another bond issue of 
$180,000 on March 21 for an additional school plant. I merely mention 
these facts to show that people are coming in with the development 
of the land. 

Construction of the project has progressed as fast as the Bureau 
of Reclamation planned, due to the fact that ee has appropri- 
ated money for construction about as requested by the Bureau, 

This is good, as evidenced by the r: pid deve lopment of land in the 
district. Full development of the project can be accomplished on 
schedule if requested appropriations are made by Congress for this 
coming fiscal year and the year following. This, we feel, will be a 
definite step toward economy, because the end result will be the plac- 
ing of the entire project in production on the scheduled date. The 
resulting production and benefits will produce the anticipated rev- 

30433—53—pt. 4——17 
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enues to the Federal Government and the Nation’s agricultural 
economy. 

This year’s appropriation and next year’s appropriation will com- 
plete the project, except for two small units which are scheduled for 
later construction. 

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you and respectfully 
request that the full amount asked for be granted. Because of the 
fact that five of the Nation’s largest contractors have machinery and 
equipment on the ground now, either stored or working, means keen 
competitive bidding on the remaining works to be constructed and 
will result in substantial savings in constructing the balance of the 
works. Gentlemen, I thank you. 

I will be glad to answer any questions. 

Mr. JENSEN. I only have a few questions. 

This work has gone forward at a rapid rate because of the favor- 
able weather conditions ? 

Mr. McErnaney. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. And there are no objections in that area at all to the 
expedition of this project? 

Mr. McEtnanry. No. Everybody is anxious to get it completed. 

Mr. Jensen. And it is of great benefit to the veterans who are 
lucky enough to draw the lucky number ? 

Mr. McEtuanrey. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. And to get a tract of land in this area ? 

Mr. McE:naney. That is right. 


ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 


Mr. Jensen. Just one more matter. I believe the Bureau, as I 
remember, asked a certain amount of Federal funds to build a build- 
ing to house the officers and the clerical help, the administration per- 
sonnel, in the Wellton-Mohawk area, and I have information to the 
effect that their plans were for a much larger building than you folks 
felt was necessary. 

Mr. McEtnHaney. A more elaborate building than we thought we 
needed Congressman. 

Mr. Jensen. What was the outcome of that? 

Mr. McEruaney. We have been debating that question with the 
3ureau for 5 months now, and finally last month, in Denver, we got 
them to agree to the floor plan and type of building we wanted. We 
wanted a building constructed on a conservative plan that would give 
us the floor space we needed for efficient operation. We thought we 
could get 9,000 feet of floor space for less than the Bureau’s estimate. 

It will be an ordinary concrete-block building with movable par- 
titions and a cooling system and a heating system, which are necessary, 
and nothing elaborate about it at all. We will have the operation of 
not only irrigation work but we are also distributing the power of that 
area. The Bureau of Reclamation carries power to the loading center, 
and we are the agents for the distribution of the power. So, we will 
have a distribution problem that will need a considerable force to 
handle it. 

Weare very much pleased with the fact that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion has seen fit to adjust the cost and type of building to what we 
wanted. We did not want anything elaborate. 
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Mr. JENSEN. I am sure I express the sentiment of every member of 
this committee when I say thank the Lord there is somebody in this 
country who has been able to hold down the cost of proposed buildings 
by the Bureau of Reclamation to a point in accordance with sound 
business sense. There are not too many reclamation organizations 

ch as yours that are willing to go to bat with the Bureau on matters 
of this nature. So, you really have made an outstanding record and a 
ontribution to good business principles. 

Mr. McEunanery. We feel that the psychological effect of what we 
ire doing is being reflected on all the work the Bureau is doing down 
there. They know we are watching their work down there, and when 
they get out of line they will hear from us, and they have heard from 
us 

rRANSMISSION LINE 


Mr. JENseEN. Good for you. I notice an item of $1,500 for a trans 
mission line and substation, the total cost of which will be $308,312 

Mr. McEtnaney. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. Are you in agreement with that item ¢ 

Mr. McEunanry. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. They are not building a powerplant ? 

Mr. McEtuaney. No. They are building a line to take power to 
two additional pumping plants to furnish water at a little higher 
elevation. The Bureau also needs power at several points in the 
project to lift water a few feet to reach good land that is too high to be 
irrigated from the regular distribution system. 

Mr. Jensen. It is a powerline that should be built by the Bureau 
instead of a line that private industry could build ? 

Mr. McEtuaney. Yes. Originally it was planned to be built by 
the Parker-Davis Dam setup, but it was found advisable to reprogram 
this work and have it done by the Bureau. This cost will be covered 
into the district’s repayment contract. It is necessary for the opera- 
tion of the project and not for the distribution of power to indiv ids ls. 

I stated that next year’s appropriation will complete the project. 
There will be two small units that will need money after that, but 
the major portion will be completed next year. 

Mr. Fenton. You do have power revenue ? 

Mr. McE:iuaney. No; we have no power revenue. We have no 
power revenue at all. We will be distributing power of the Bureau 
and Arizona Power Authority to our own landownersthere. We have 
a contract with the Bureau of Reclamation and with the Arizona 
Power Co. for a certain amount of power, and it is up to us to dis- 
tribute that power to our people. 

Mr. Jensen. I understood you to say this transmission line was to 
run a line to your pumping stations? 

Mr. McEvuaney. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. And not to private individuals? 

Mr. McEtuaney. That is right. This isa Bureau line. While we 
might tap it under a wheeling agreement, we will pay all costs for 
distribution of power to our territory. 

Mr. Fenton. There are no private power people down there ? 

Mr. McEruanry. No. We feel, since having been in the power 
business since 1921, that we have an organization entirely capable of 


doing it. 
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Mr. Fenton. You will distribute your own power then? 

Mr. McE.imaney. Yes. We believe we can do it as efficiently, and 
probably make a small profit that will help carry the construction 
burden. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you for your appearance before the committee 
and for giving us this information. 


Monpnay, Marcu 30, 1953. 


InpDIAN AFFAIRS 
KLAMATH 


WITNESSES 


BOYD J. JACKSON, DELEGATE OF KLAMATH INDIANS, OREGON 
WADE CRAWFORD, DELEGATE OF KLAMATH INDIANS, OREGON 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have with us Mr. Boyd Jackson, 
a delegate from the Klamath Indians. Mr. Jackson is himself an In 
dian, and has appeared before this committee on several occasions in 
the interest of the Klamath Tribe. 

Mr. Jackson, do you haveastatement? You may proceed. 

Mr. Jackson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I do 
not have a prepared statement, and what I have to say is off the cuff 
and in line with the instructions that we have to appear before this 
committee. 

The subject is with reference to what is known as the area office 
which is located at Portland, Oreg. It was set up some years ago 
and designed to take care of the interests of the Indians of the North- 
west and to short-circuit or expedite the business of the Indians of 
the Northwest. 

At the time that this was proposed and set up I entered my objec: 
tions on the plea and grounds that such a setup was only another 
experimental move which I did not believe would work. My feeling 
was that we would go through another series of experimental stages, 
and unless the district office was clothed with necessary powers to 
make final decisions for us Indians, I did not think it would work. 

As the time has gone along over the period of years this has 
developed to be true, and it has, to us, meant another series of desks 
for our business to go over, and a further delay in the progress of 
the busines we had to do with the Washington office. By that I mean 
simply this: That inasmuch as we, the Klamath Indians, have over 
the years had our representatives here on the grounds, it has meant 
to us that our business was here at the Indian office in Washington 
and before the congressional committees here. 

I do not propose to speak for the other tribes of the Northwest. 
That is out of our bailiwick. We have over the years paid our way 
administratively and met all our costs, and because of our annual 
appearance here before the Congress it means that the area setup is 
of no use to us, and the moneys that go in that direction, as far as 
we are concerned, I think are moneys going down a rat hole in the 
wrong direction. 
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| believe that so long as that office is not clothed with deciding 
powers of what use is it? That is our point. We just cannot seem 

, be converted to the feeling that it is doing us any good. 

Che hue and cry on the part of the Indian Service has been to 

tbilize our business on the local level, and that is what we want. 
If we are ever going to reach a point in our trend toward assimila- 
tion, when is that going to be unless a lot of work is thrown directly 
on our laps and let us do a lot of the thinking, a lot of the determining, 
nd handle a lot of it on our own shoulders. That is what we w ant, 

d that is what it would be if it were localized in our own iocal 

rency. That i what we are driving at. 

“The purpose the money was designed for, I think, was largely for 

educational purposes of the Indians, and unless that money is actually 

sed for that purpose the money is not being spent for the uplifting 
of the Indians and giving the Indians the chance to make the progress 
that was intended. He has never gotten to a point to be able to stand 
on his own. 

The Indians have been the wards of the Government over a number 
of generations now, and only in the last years have we been given 
the chance to do our own thinking. Somebody else has always had 
the privilege of doing our thinking for us. And because of the posi- 
tion we have been put in, we will have a chance to express ourselves 

before your committee and other committees of C ongress as to what 
we believe to be to our best interests and needs. 

With that in mind we think and we feel that so far as the Klamath 
Indians are concerned, our business should be abolished as far as the 
area office is concerned, and localized on our own local level. 

I think that that, in a nutshell, covers what I have in mind. 

Mr. Jensen. And with that I, as one member of this committee at 

‘ast, want to say I agree. 

“W e have quite n: tur: ally felt that the Indian Bureau should get out 
of your business, so to speak, in just a few plain words. I have the 
record in front of me that shows out of your tribal funds for 1953 you 
will spend $1,991,000 for the functions of the Klamath Indians, and 
the Federal Government will only spend $149,060 out of the tax- 
payers’ money to carry all the functions and business of the Klamath 
Indians. 

I also note that there are 113 employees of the Government which 
are charged to the Klamath Indian Tribe, and that out of the tribal 
treasury you pay for 97 of those and the other 16 are paid for by all 
the taxpayers of the country. 

The whole picture indicates to me that the Klamath Indians are 
not only financially able to run their own business, but they are com- 
pletely qualified by intelligence in accordance with good business 
principles to run their own business, I can assure you, Mr. Jackson 
and Mr. Crawford, that this committee is going to take a good look 
into this Indian situation. 

Mr. Fenton. How many employees are there in that office at Port- 
land? 

Mr. Jackson. I do not have the record of that. However, it is a 
duplication of the Indian office. 

Mr. Fenton. How many do you have in your office ¢ 

Mr. Jackson. Well, maybe Mr. Crawford will give you that. 
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Mr. Fenton. What is the population of Klamath Indians? 

Mr. Jackson. It is around 2,000. 

Mr. Fenton. 2,000? 

Mr. Jackson. Yes, that is the total number—men, women, and 
children. 

Mr. Fenton. How many Indians are governed through this area 
office ¢ 

Mr. Jackson. I do not have a record on that, but they cover the 
States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

Mr. Fenron. Approximately how many, do you know? 

Mr. Jackson. I did not make any attempt to get thas. 

Mr. Fenton. Do those include the Alaska people ? 

Mr. Jackson. No; I think not. They have a district office of their 
own. 

Mr. Fenton. How many employees did you say they had charged 
to the Klamath Indians? 

Mr. Jackson. There are 97 employees charged to the Klamath 
Indian tribal fund. 

Mr. Fenton. Are they all in the Portland area ? 

Mr. Jackson. No. 

Mr. Jenson. No, that is a local agency alone, right there at Klam- 
ath Falls. 

Mr. Jackson. The Klamath Agency. 

Mr. Fenton. There ere 12 or 13 employees in your office. Where 


are the other eighty-some employees who are charged to the Klamath 
Indians? 


Mr. Jensen. They are right there. 

Mr. Fenton. I thought he said there were only 12 or 13 employees 
there. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Fenton. What are some of the duties of these ninety-some em- 
ployees for 2,000 people ? 

Mr. Jackson. Well, Mr. Chairman, we have regular positions, 51; 
part-time positions, 3; WAKE positions, 9.5; and seasonal positions, 
31. 

Mr. Jensen. Man-years? 

Mr. Jackson. Yes. 

The 81 is during the fire season when we hire our own members, 
and the amount for seasonal people is about $26,652, and regular 
people, $207,323; or a total of $271,316. Those are the salaries that 
are paid to our employees. 

Mr. Fenton. To your employees? 

Mr. Jackson. To our employees on the local level. 

Mr. Fenton. How many employees do they have in the area office 
charged to you? 

Mr. Jackson. I do not know. I do not have the record on that. 
This only represents our budget for the Klamath Agency proper, 
but the area office is simply a duplication of the Indian office here. 
They have a director, and they have the various departments, the 
land department, the forest department, the irrigation department, 


the roads department, and a fiscal department. In other words, it 
is another little Indian office or offices. 
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Mr. Norreii. May I ask a question at this point‘ 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. indeed. 

Mr. Norrets.. What do they do out there that they do not do here 
in Washington? What responsibility do they have there that is not 
here in Washington ? 

Mr. Jackson. Well, the purpose of that is toe xpedite our business. 
In other words, it is a little Indian office out in Portland, and the 
other thing is that they do not have the responsibility in order to 
make the final decision. 

Mr. Norrect. Do they make the original investigation ? 

Mr. Jackson. No. 

Mr. Norrevtit. Who makes that? 

Mr. J ACKSON. We do on our local level. 

Mr. Norrei. You do, yourself? 

Mr. Jackson. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. And then you turn your recommendation over to the 
Portland office ? 

Mr. Jackson. Yes. sir: it has to be channeled through the Portland 
office. 

Mr. Norrevyi. You deliver it to the Portland office / 

Mr. Jicxson. That is right. 


Mr. Norreii. Do they always take what you recommend, or do, 
they exercise a veto power over that? Do they carry out hen you 
ere recommend, or do they rework it and then submit it to the Washington 


ath office / 
Mr. Jackson. As a rule what decision we make is, in turn, recom- 
mended by the area office without any changes. 


Mr. Norreti. They just send it in as you recommend it? 

Mr. Jackson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Norreu. If that is what they do I cannot see much use for 
it being there, but if they rework it, they may be right or may be 
wrong, I do not know. If it were eliminated, what then would you 
have to do, just move your recommendations to Washington ¢ 

Mr. Jackson. That is right. 

Mr. Norrect. You would not have to come to Washington to make 
those, would you? 

Mr. Jackson. No; but as long as we work here and have to do 
legislative work here, then our time is required here. 

Mr. Norrett. When they veto some recommendation you make, of 
course, you still have a chance to come here and argue it out with the 
Bureau, have you not 

Mr. Jackson. That is right. 

Mr. Norreiy. And you do that too, do you not ? 

Mr. Jackson. That is right. 

Mr. Norrevui. That is all. 

Mr. Fenton. What I am trying to get clear, if I may just pursue 
this another minute, is this: how much of your appropriation which 
you do not get is charged off to that area office? 

Mr. Jackson. Our tribal fund is not expended at the area office, as 
far as that goes. It is the taxpayers’ money that takes care of that 
setup. 

Mr. Fenton. It is just put on the taxpayer? 

Mr. Jackson. That is right. 
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Mr. Fenton. Then you are not complaining about any of your 
money going out to the area offices? 

Mr. Jackson. No, that is not our point. It is just money to expedite 
our business, and duplicating what is done here. 

Mr. Fenton. That is all. 

Mr. Norrety. Do I understand that the Portland office does not 

make any investigations other than those you make yourselves? 

Mr. Jackson. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Crawford. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am 
not going to take up much of your time in addition to what Mr. 
Jackson has said, other than to say that the Indians are objecting to 
the area office handling their business. 

I would like to see Congress write into the law a provision that the 
Klamath Indians be not subject to the area office. As you know, our 
group of Indians pay their own way. We do not ask one penny from 
the Government or from the State or the county. 

We handle our own affairs, and in handling our own business we 
have had considerable delay and trouble with the area offices. 

One of the principal objections that we have is that the superintend- 
ent and the employees at the reservation duplicate the effort they 
‘formerly had before these area offices were set up. 

It is in the regulations now written by the Indian Office that the 
superintendent has to consult the area offices in all these little deals 
that he should be able to settle locally. We liket ot alk man to man 
with the man with whom we are doing business. That is the way we 
have to do in the outside world. We do business with all the commer- 
cial interests in our State. 

Our Indians do not need Indian interpreters; we do not need anyone 
to look after our business, and the only time we run into this guardian- 
ship deal is when we have business with the Government, and then, of 
course, we are handicapped by the redtape of Government supervision. 

Mr. Fenton. In other words, the area office is the top sergeant 
before you can talk to the captain here in Washington, is that it? 

Mr. Crawrorp. That is right. The superintendent is constantly 
requiring by telephone, wires, letter to Portland office for deciding 
things, where her are decided locally and all of the material facts are 
gathered at our local agency. It is a hindrance in our business. As I 
said before, we do business with people in all walks of life, and I want 
to leave with your committee, for the record, extracts taken from a 
survey made by the superintendent last summer regarding Indians 
withdrawing from the reservation and becoming citizens of the State 
of Oregon. 

This is a remarkable record, and I think it will be of interest to the 
committee and to the Members of the Congress to show that the Kla- 
math Indians are as competent and cap: able of handling their own 
business as the average businessman in our section of the country. 
I read two extracts from the record. Question : 

State estimated annual average cash family income of non-Indians in area 
adjacent to reservation ; 


A. Chamber of commerce record average of 3 adjoining counties to reserva- 
tion per family $4,172. Per capita, $1,390. 





(Juestion : 


State estimated number of resident Indian families that can be supported 
by Own means on reservation or in vicinity on a basis comparable to average 
non-Indian level in area 

The answer is “All.” 

This record shows that there are 100 families that live off the reser- 
vation in other States. The superintendent states they are “hoeing 
their own row.” 

These 100 families he very seldom sees, except possibly when they 
write in to get some of their money. He has very little contact with 
these 100 families. 

There are 1,972 Indians enrolled here and 100 families that live off 
the reservation. 

As far as the Klamath Indians are concerned, I think they have out- 
lived their reservation system years ago, as our children have attended 
public schools since 1927, and all of the Indians use modern equipment 
for farming, every kind that is put out, and they all drive nice auto- 
mobiles, Cadillacs, and all makes, and they live in modern homes with 
all of the modern appliances, and we have possibly 3 non-Indians to 
every Indian on the reservation doing different kinds of work in the 
3 different towns on the reservation. 

I just wanted to say that the reason I mention this is because all 
of the supervision to govern the Klamath Indians is a waste of the 
taxpayers’ money, and it is a waste of ours, and it handicaps us in 
doing our everyday business, and it is foreign to the modern way of 
doing business. It is impractical. It takes the Indians months and 
months to do business through the Indian Bureau. We do not like, and 
we think it is time that Congress should correct it, and we are asking 
you gentlemen to do it. 

Mr. Jensen. I think that you can rest assured that Congress is 
going to do something about it, and do it pretty quick. This is a 
situation that has existed many, many years too long already. Along 
with other members of this committee I have been insisting that 
the Klamath Indians be emancipated completely, so to speak, because 
of the very facts which you have just stated. 

Certainly you are well able, from every point of view, to run your 
own business. So, I say that you can expect something to be done 
along the line that you recommend. 

So many people wonder why the Klamath Indians have not been 
emancipated long ago, and when you look in the record you will 
find that you have been victims of some mighty bad administrators in 
the Indian Bureau, and then you do not have to wonder why this 
problem has not been solved many years ago. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Crawrorp. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I 
just want to say this, that the record shows that we do take care of our 
business individually. We have got to take care of our business; if 
we do not nobody else will, and we do it, but we are handicapped by 
Government supervision through the Indian Bureau. 

Mr. Jensen. We will have a new Indian Commissioner one of these 
days. 
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Mr. Crawrorp. I want to say that we have been exploited to the 
tune of millions of dollars in handling our timber on that reservation 
over the past few years since they began cutting timber out there, 
and we have paid the bill in a great many ways. I am not going 
to take the time of this committee to go into that, but if you investigate 
some of these musty records that have been piled up in the legislative 
branch of Congress you will find the facts as I have stated them, and 
I hope that does not continue. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Crawford. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. JeNsen. Off the record. 

(The following statement was submitted by Mr. Crawford for the 
record :) 


KLAMATH RESERVATION, OREG 


Ownership status of allotted Indian trust lands 


Number 


racts 


Living original allottee 5 22, 859. 03 
Other single owner 5 49, 754. 44 
Salat garaeretic, 2to5 3 39, 219. 41 
Joint ownership, 6 or more 25, 196. 54 


All types of ownership , 092 137, 029. 42 


Indian population 


Number of living persons on tribal roll-_ 1, 972 
Number of persons for whom Bureau assumes some responsibility, 

on reservation or in vicinity thereof : 1, 796 
Number of families for whom Bureau assumes some » responsibility, on 

reservation or in vicinity thereof one sass s 627 
Number of fullbloods__- pncubhts 379 
Number who cannot speak English : bpnplchcstingics 4 aa 
Number of adults who cannot read and write ‘ boat 20 
Tribal enrollment record: Official tribal roll and per capita payment 

roll kept current. 


Family income 


1, How many families are self-supporting_-_- wie 627 
J pI 


(a) From farming and stockraising on the reservation 224 

(b) From reservation resources other than farming and stock- 
raising spines ninbiinienal 200 

(e) From wage economy off the reservation - nas 2038 


2. How many families receiving welfare support: 
(a) Total support 
(b) Partial support 
3. What is the median income per family: 
(a) From agriculture _. $2, 900 
(b) From other sources including wages (excluding welfare) ___ $3, 000 


Training, relocation, and placement 


A. State estimated annual average cash family income of non-Indians in area 
adjacent to reservation: Chamber of Commerce record average of 3 adjoining 
counties to reservation per family $4,172. Per capita $1,390 

B. State estimated number of resident Indian families that can be supported 
by own means on reservation or in vicinity on a basis comparable to average 
non-Indian level in area: All 
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Cc. State number of resident Indian families surplus to local available re 
sources : None. 

At a distance from the agency some 100 families reside and the extent of 
ervice rendered them by the agency is to forward them their per capitas. Many 
ire doing well in various specialized fields but we are unable to give the number 
of outstanding individuals. All of this number are successfully “hoeing their 
own row.” 

(Exeerpts taken from withdrawal program written last summer by Superin 
tendent Diehl.) 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. JENSEN. I am very glad to see Mr. Crawford and Mr. Jackson 
appearing here together regarding the problems of the Klamath In- 
lians. I know there have been some differences in the past, and you 
have resolved those differences. Now that you have resolved them 
we are going some place. 


Monpay, Marcu 30, 1953. 
Nortuwest Power Poot 
WITNESSES 


C. A. ERDAHL, COMMISSIONER, TACOMA CITY LIGHT 

BOB JONES, SEATTLE CITY COUNCILMAN AND CHAIRMAN OF CITY 
UTILITIES COMMITTEE, SEATTLE CITY LIGHT 

PAUL B. McKEE, PRESIDENT, PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT CO. 

D. R. McCLONG, VICE PRESIDENT, PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT CO. 

OWEN HURD, PRESIDENT, NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIA- 
TION 

A. H. WEGNER, THE WASHINGTON WATER POWER CO. 

T. W. DELZELL, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, PORTLAND GENERAL 
ELECTRIC CoO. 

KIRBY BILLINGSLEY, COMMISSIONER, CHELAN COUNTY PUBLIC 
UTILITY DISTRICT 

V. CLEAVELAND, MANAGER OF CLARK COUNTY PUBLIC UTILITY 
DISTRICT, REPRESENTING THE WASHINGTON STATE PUBLIC 
UTILITY DISTRICT ASSOCIATION 

R. C. SIPE, MOUNTAIN STATES POWER CO. 


Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Erdahl, you may proceed. 

Mr. Erpanu. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have just given the 
names of these gentlemen to your recorder here. I would like to pre- 
sent them to you. On the end is Mr. Bob Jones, Seattle City coun- 
cilman and chairman of the City Utilities Committee of the City of 
Seattle. Next is Mr. Paul B. McKee, president of the Pacific Power 
& Light Co.; next is Mr. D. R. McClung, vice president of the Pacific 
Power & Light Co. ; next is Mr. Kirby Billingsley, commissioner of the 
Chelan County Public Utility District; next is Mr. R. C. Sipe, who 
represents the Mountain States Power Co.; next is Mr. Arthur H. 
Wegner, who represents the Washington Water Power Co; next is 
Mr. Owen Hurd, president of the Northwest Public Power Associa- 
tion; and Mr. T. W. Delzell, on the end down there, is chairman of 
the board of the Portland General Electric Co.; and Mr. Cleaveland, 
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sitting next to Mr. Fenton over there, is manager of the Clark Count 
Public Utility District, representing the Washington State Publ 
Utility District Association. 

Mr. Jensen. And you? 

Mr. Erpauu. I am commissioner, Tacoma City Light, or the city 
of Tacoma’s utility commissioner. I am here acting as chairman o1 
spokesman of this group and if I may, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to make a statement. I would like to read a brief statement. It 
a very brief statement, after which I think each of these gentleme: 
may have a word or two that they would like to say, beyond the 
questions that you gentlemen may have to ask them. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Erdahl, we are glad to have you gentle 
men appear before this committee. You are all from the Bonneville 
power area, and I believe you make up what is known as the Northwest 
power pool. 

Mr. Erpanu. Yes, and these gentlemen represent the respective 
organization in that power pool program, representing the western 
group, Which is Washington, part of Oregon, and the Panhandle of 
Idaho as differentiated between the Montana and the Idaho group, 
as you know. 


Mr. Jensen. All right; proceed, Mr. Erdahl. 
GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Erpauu. From past appearances before the Congress, the Pa 
cific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee is a group with which 
the members of the Interior Subcommittee have become familiar. 
However, for purposes of the record, I feel it is necessary that I repeat 
previous descriptions of what we are and whom we represent. 

The conference committee represents substantially all of the non- 
Federal electric power utilities in the western group of the Northwest 
power pool, which integrates their operations with powerplants of 
the Federal Government in the Pacific Northwest and which has 
achieved great benefits for the region in making possible full utiliza- 
tion of power resources. 

The Federal Government may be termed a “majority stockholder” 
in the power pool, inasmuch as present Federal power capacities sub- 
stantially exceed the combined resources of all non-Federal utilities. 
This relationship may continue since capacities proposed for installa- 
tion in Federal multipurpose projects already authorized and under 
construction far outweigh the capacities which non-Federal utilities 
are now developing or which they may develop in the future. 

Transmission and marketing of the power from Federal plants 
developed through the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Re- 
clamation is accomplished through the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion, and the purpose of our appearance is to emphasize that any 
expansion of new Federal generation within the present area requires 
an appropriate expansion of the main Federal-transmission grid so 
that the power thus produced may be delivered most economically 
and feasibly to the load centers of the Northwest. 

During the past few days we have had an opportunity to further 
discuss this matter with representatives of the Federal Government, 
and at this time I wish to express our appreciation for the many 
courtesies extended to us. 
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On March 27, Mr. McKay, Secretary of the Interior, and Mr. 
Jensen, chairman of this committee, graciously gave us of their time 
. discuss the program in general. On March 28 with Mr. D. O. 
Beasley, Assistant Secretary of the Interior, and representatives ot 
e Bonneville Power Administration, most of us examined for the 
st time the many items included in the appropriation requested by 
Bonneville for its construction program for the fiscal year 1954. 

While no conclusions were reached on some of the items, our dis- 

ssion and review showed that the total of the funds originally re- 
juested had been reduced by some $8,000,000, 

We believe that such reduction can be made without jeopardizing 
the ability of the Bonneville Power Administration and other utility 
iwencies of the area to adequately serve their customers. Not in 
luded in the $8,000,000 reduction are some items which possibly could 
be deferred for a time, or eliminated entirely. The utilities involved 
ave agreed to review these items as to the need and timing therefor 
ind to advise Mr. Beasley of our conclusions. This will be done im- 

iediately and we ask permission of this committee to present our con 

lusions for your consideration. 

In these meetings there has been some discussion between the repre 
sentatives of the Department of the Interior, the Bonneville Power 
\{dministration and ourselves of the fact that some utility agencies 
of the area, as well as some industrial customers, obtain power from 
Bonneville at its prescribed rates but under different service and 
voltage conditions. We are agreed and respectfully suggest that any 
contemplated change in this phase of the Federal power policy not be 
effected without consideration being given to the financial and equip 
ment commitments of all utilities and industrial customers under 
existing contracts. 

All of us are in accord with the principle that Federal appropria- 
tions should not be made to provide transmission lines and substations 
when local utility agencies of the area are able and willing to provide 
the same facilities with their own funds. 

Should there be any thought of a change in policy with respect to 
the ownership of the Federal transmission grid, or any part thereof, 
in the Pacific Northwest region, reasonable time and study would be 
required to accomplish that change. It is essential, therefore, that 
the Federal Government in the interim adequately maintain the pres- 
ent transmission facilities and continue to construct new facilities 
needed to transmit power from Federal power projects to the load 
centers of the region. 

That statement has been unanimously agreed to by the gentlemen 
who are here represented, and the last one on the list, Mr. L. E. Karrer, 
executive vice president of the Puget Sound Power & Light Co. also. 
Mr. Karrer was unable to get here because of jury duty out on the 
coast. We called him and read this statement to him and he wanted 
to be included in this general statement. 

So, that does represent our joint statement of the situation, and 
we would like to be given permission because of the short period of 
time, be given permission to have sufficient time, and I think possibly 
a couple of days would be sufficient, to get information on these addi- 
tional items that may or may not have some additional bearing on 
the bill pending before you gentlemen at this time. 7 





Mr. Jensen. And the action of this committee. 

Mr. Erpanw. That is correct, yes. 

Mr. JeNseN. All right; that is fine. We will look forward to re 
ceiving that report. 

I note you say in your statement that : 

In these meetings there has been some discussion between the representatives 
of the Department of Interior, the Bonneville Power Administration and our- 
selves of the fact that some utility agencies of the area, as well as some indus- 
trial customers, obtain power from Bonneville at its prescribed rates but under 
different service and voltage conditions. We are agreed and respectfully sug- 
gest that any contemplated change in this phase of the Federal power policy 
not be effected without consideration being given to the financial and equipment 
commitments of all utilities and industrial customers under existing contracts 

Now, let us take, as an example, the Bonneville Power Administra 
tion as of this minute and these customers of every nature who are 
receiving power under certain agreed contracts for certain agreed 
rates and in certain voltage amounts, so to speak. I am not an engi 
neer, SO 4, cannot use the proper terms. 

Mr. Erpanu. I can understand you. 

Mr. JENSEN. But I hope that you can understand what I am trying 
to ae 

Now, then, in comes another industry and asks for power from the 
Bonneville Power Administration. 

Under the Bonneville Act we have the preferred customers’ clause 
referring to customers who have preference in power distribution, 
and then the concerns that you represent, whether they be municipali- 
ties, private companies or PUD’s, have contracts to receive power 
from the Bonneville Power Administration under certain provisions. 

When a new industry moves in and asks for power that power must 
come out of the power supply which you folks have, in a sense, con- 
tracted for. 

Do I understand that you folks that are receiving this power now 
feel that there are times when the Bonneville Power Administration 
has allocated power to new industries at the expense of the concerns 
that you folks represent and on a voltage basis which is lower and 
at the same price that you folks pay and that this is not fair and 
equitable? Am I making myself clear? 

Mr. Erpaut. Let us see if I can handle at least a part of it. We 
feel that the utilities in the area are part of the program that might 
well be the responsibility or obligation of the Federal Government 
under the so-called utility responsibility or public utility responsi- 
bility. Because of the utilities that have been in the Northwest power 
pool particularly the generating facilities, and who help make the pool 
and do the complete job, we feel that we should have, if anything, 
an advantage in the rate over the industries that may be brought 1 in 
there, rather than a disadvantage. Some of the industries are being 
served at 11,000 voltage delivery, while we are taking power at 115,000 
volts, and they are paying $17.50 a kolowatt year, and we are paying 
$17.50 a kolowatt year. Personally I feel that is not just quite cricket 
from our point of view. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you feel that does not square with the Bonneville 
Act which provides that public bodies and cooperatives—I think that 
is the way act reads—shall have first claim on the power gener- 
ated by the Bonneville Power Administration and that the new in- 
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dustries which move in do not come under the provision of preferred 
customers. Hence they should pay more for a low-voltage service 
than you people who are already customers of the Bonneville Power 
Administration ? 

Mr. Ervant, I think, possibly, it is the same medium. We feel 
as though they should not pay more, but that we should pay less. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, of course, that is natural for all to want to get 
power for less. 

Mr. Erpan.. I think it means the same thing. 

Mr. Jensen. You are not kicking on the power rates, are you, that 
are being charged by the Bonneville Power Administration ¢ 

Mr. Erpany, That is not the particular point that we are most 
concerned with. What we are concerned with, however, is that there 
will be a review of rates in 1954. The Congress has set up a plan 
to the effect that there shall be a review of rates every 5 years, as you 
gentlemen know, and we make that point just for the consideration 
of the committee and everyone who might be concerned with that 
problem, if, as, and when it comes along. 

We feel, as utilities, that we are contributing and have a partnership 
arrangement out there, in which the Federal Government is a part of 
it. You gentlemen representing the Federal Government are generat- 
ing approximately 60 percent of the noms rin that particular area that 
we are concerned with and it is the burden of the utilities, public and 
private, to generate and distribute that other 40 perzent. We feel 
when we are a part of the program that we should not be put in the 
position of being forced to pay more for our power than the industries 
that we might, in effect, be in competition with. 

Mr. JENsEN. Do you feel that because of the integration of the 
municipal power and private power into the Bonneville pool it is a 
distinct advantage to the Bonneville Power Administration? Do you 
feel that by the integration of non-Federal power into the same pool 
has made it possible for the Bonneville Power Administration to 
market more power than they actually generate? 

Mr. Erpanu, There is no question about it, Mr. Jensen. The ad- 
vantages gained in the pool have been determined to amount to ap- 
proximately 500,000 kilowatts. That is agreed to by all of us, includ- 
ing Bonneville. 

Mr. JENseEN. You mean that because of the integration of non-Fed- 
eral power into the Federal power, or into the complete grid system, 
it has made it possible for the Bonneville Power Administration to 
actually market more Bonneville power, and, by that, receive greater 
revenues than if the non-Federal generating and transmission power 
had not been integrated with Bonneville power? 

Mr. Erpant. There is no question about it. 

Mr. Jensen. To what degree, do you say ? 

Mr. Erpanu. We have all studied that and tried to arrive at a 
reasonable figure. It varies, but is in the neighborhood of 500,000 
kilowatts. 

Mr. Jensen. Which is about what percent of the power generated 
in that area? 

Mr. Jonrs. About one-sixth. 

Mr. JENSEN. So, by the integration of non-Federal power into the 

Sonneville power system you have made it not only possible for 

















greater revenues for the Bonneville Power Administration, but also 
you have made a greater service obtainable by the people in that area 
in every walk of life, both farmers, businessmen, householders, and 
industry and the military establishments as well ? 

Mr. Erpanv. That is correct and more consistent service and less 
danger of “outage” of any length of time. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that agreed to by all members of the power pool, 
including Bonneville ? 

Mr. Erpant. We all agree—I do not know that I should speak re 
Bonneville—but I should say to begin with, I am quite certain that i 
is. We all agree that the diversity advantages total approuinanedty 
500,000 kilowatts. I have discussed this particular problem with Dr. 
Ditmar, who has been before your committee, and he said if it were 
not for the power pool staying together, they would not be able to 
deliver even their contractual commitments. 

Mr. JeNseEN. And, in spite of that, the non-Federal agencies, power 
producing and marketing agencies, are willing to build some of the 
transmission lines, substations, and related facilities, which are in 
the original budget, to the extent of approximately $8 million; and I 
believe you testified here in your statement that you want to take 
another look and make. further study regarding other items in the 
bill, which you might even agree to build with your own money. 

Mr. Ervant. That is gener rally true. Many of those items are not 
necessarily an item that we would build, but it is a deferral and timing 
problem. We have agreed that they can be deferred until a later 
date without interfering with our ability to serve. There are some 
items that would come under the category you spoke of that our people 
would be willing to build of their own. As to the amount or the type, 
I could not express an opinion. 

Mr. Jensen. This committee has always operated on the premise 
that we wanted everyone to have electric energy in the amounts that 
can possibly be furnished by all of the different power producing 
and distributing agencies, including the Federal Government. Our 
policy has been to appropriate such money for power producing and 
distribution out of the pockets of the American taxpayer that could 
not be done by non-F ederal agencies of government. 

Mr. Erpant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. That covers projects such as REA, PUD, munici- 
palities, and private utilities. We have operated quite religiously 
on that proposition, and we can assure you that this committee is 
going to continue. I am sure I speak for every member of this com- 
mittee and the Senate committee and the Congress, when I say that 
is the yardstick that is in force and effect today, although it is not 
written into the law. But it is almost universally agreed with and 
we were pleased to know that the non-Federal agencies in that area 
are speaking up and giving us some light on what you people can do 
for yourselves, because we simply are “not justified in appropriating 
any more money under present conditions; at least, out of the Federal 
Treasury than we absolutely have to in order to be fair with every- 
one concerned. 

I presume the farmers are in many areas depending a great deal on 


the distribution of this power by the PUD and REA. 
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Mr. McKer. We have some REA’s and PUD’s. The private com 
unies serve many of the rural areas. Our company serves 25,000 
ral customers. 

Mr. JENSEN. I know the private utilities have many farm cus- 
omers. What percentage of the farmers of the Bonneville area now 
ave electricity ? 

Mr. Weener. I have heard different figures from 96 percent to 
5 percent. 

Mr. Jensen. That is fine. 

Mr. Weener. I believe that is right. 

Mr. Jensen. I know every member of this committee is glad to 

know that. 

Mr. Erpanwu. That gets back to a point, Mr. Chairman, that you 
nentioned a while ago in regard to the Bonneville Act that has to do 
with this utility versus the industrial, and I want the record to show 
is far as I am concerned, and I am sure the rest of the committee will 
oncur, that we do not want to come back here to complain about in- 
dustrial expansion. We want industrial expansion and want to work 
for it as much as anyone else, but we do not want to do that at the ex- 
pense of our customers or small users of electricity, which is the widest 
use of electricity. Mr. Cleaveland and I and some of the others were 
talking and he used that term which I thought was a good term—the 
widest use of electricity is what the Federal Government has used 
and set forth as its reason for participating in this program, and | 
think it is very important to see that it is put to the widest use through 
the utilities, large and small. We are always of the opinion that it be 
put to its widest use. 

Mr. Fenton. With reference to the preferred customers which I 
have heard a lot about in the last few years, are the REA’s continuing 
to expand their service ¢ 

Mr. Erpant. There is an expansion. 

Mr. Fenton. I believe it was stated that 96 percent of the farms 
are electrified ¢ 

Mr. Wrener. About 96 percent or 98 percent, covering the whole 
States of Washington and Oregon, and a good portion of those are 
farm customers who are supplied by the REA from our lines, by 
private companies or other agencies in the particular area. The com- 
pany I represent serves about 15,000 farm customers. The answer to 
your specific question, I believe you will find, generally speaking, that 
the REA’s have accomplished a major portion of their program of 
construction and distribution facilities. I cannot speak for them, but 
I can give you my general impression. 

Mr. Fenton. That is what I want to know. I wanted that informa- 
tion in line with this next thought. 

Mr. Erpanu. The REA’s are one, but we have, really, more of the 
PUD’s than the REA. The PUD and the cooperatives are in what you 
might say somewhat similar categories. 

Mr. Fenton. Was it Bonneville’s idea at the present time, inasmuch 
as most of the farms are electrified, that they are not going to include 
industrial expansion as preferred customers? 

Mr. Erpany. Well, I do not know that I understand exactly what 
you mean. 
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Mr. Fenton. I mean, as the chairman stated, if a new plant comes 
into the area, will they be considered as a preferred customer and let 
the private utility out in the cold? 

Mr. Ervant. I could not speak for the administration in that re 
spect as to whether they were going to be put in that category, but 
we have always felt that the preference applied, first, to the munici- 
palities, the PUD and the public agencies. We have always felt out 
there that next in line was the private company who had the same 
type of customers, in effect, as we had and then surely below that 
would come the industrial, and so forth, that might fit below that. 

Mr. Fenton. What I am trying to do now is to protect you fel- 
lows—the private industries. 

Mr. Erpant. I see your point. 

Mr. Fenton. Are they going to bring in private industry and 
classify them as preferred customers like PUD and REA and that 
sort of thing? 

Mr. Jensen. If I may say, Dr. Fenton, your point is well taken, 
and I picked that out of your testimony, Mr. Erdahl. It would appear 
that to at least some degree that is exactly what is happening, instead 
of permitting the already established agencies to serve new industries 
with power under the regular contracts which other industries there 
now are receiving. 

Mr. McKer. That is correct. I wonder if I may say a word about 
that ? 

Mr. JENSEN. Certainly. 

Mr. Fenton. That is the point I am trying to make. 

Mr. McKee. I am Paul McKee and I represent the Pacific Power & 
Light Co. Iam speaking for my own company now. There are many 
are es, Dr. Fenton, which have crept into the situation during the 
past 10 or 15 years, with which we heartily disagree, which we hope 
may be changed in one respect or another. However, as this statement 
says, it must be recognized that those changes have to be brought about 
in an orderly manner so as to avoid doing an injustice to anyone. I do 
not want it to look as though we were completely satisfied with every- 
thing that has taken place, because we are not. On the other hand, we 
do not. want to, in the interest of the entire people of the Northwest, 
interpose our own interest to the point where we jeopardize the 
other people where they must have service and our only point in 
this statement, so far as I am concerned, is to see that whatever 
changes are made and whatever new ground rules are instituted—and 
we think we should have some new ground rules—that it is done in an 
orderly way so as not to hurt anyone any more than absolutely neces- 
sary. I think the fact that industry has been brought into the area is 
helpful, but we think industry has been given a preferred position, as 
related to the private utility and as related to the public customers, 
having prior and preference rights. 

Mr. Fenton. That is the point I am trying to make. 

Mr. Jensen. It has even been to the detriment of the PUD and 
REA, which are preferred customers, I presume. Is that a fair state- 
ment, Mr. Cleaveland ¢ 

Mr. Cieavetanp. I think that the answer to that question is more 
dams on the river. We need to carry on this development of the 
Columbia River, in spite of everything. It is an investment in Amer- 
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ica, and if we have power on the river, we are going to serve our 
industries. We need the industries in the Northwest. 

Mr. Fenton. We need them in the East, too. 

Mr. CLEAVELAND. We are short of power. That is the cheapest 
power in America and why should not we give our national economy 
the advantage of that cheap power. 

Mr. Jensen, There is only one thing I have to say about that and 
it is this: That the C ongress of the United States will appropriate 
about so much money for new dams, especially under present con- 
ditions. We are looking at this expenditure for new dam construction 
rather critically. That is a long-range program and what we try to 
do is to comply with the law that now exists on the books. That is 
one of our responsibilities. We want to be fair with the private 
utilities, with the municipalities and the PUD, because the law says 
we shall and we want to. You can rest assured that this committee is 
going to be fair. We have about so much power now to distribute and 
it must be distributed fairly and equitably, and we cannot countenance, 
as the representatives of the people, any concern coming in, I do not 
care who they are, unless it would be an absolute and complete defense 
project which would present a necessity on-the very face of it, to take 
power away from the PUD or the municipalities or the private in- 
dustries, on a basis that does not square with the present law. 

Mr. CLEAVELAND. I agree with that statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Erpauu. Could I reply to Mr. Fenton’s point there a little 
bit ¢ 

Mr. Fenton. Yes. 

Mr. Erpanu. The fact remains—and you mentioned it might have 
its effects on the private companies—that this past winter’s experience 
did have an effect on the private companies and it had an effect on the 
public agencies, because we all took a curtailment order as issued 
by the Defense Electric Power Administration and we took cuts in 
our area to the tune that our little utility, Tacoma City Light, suffered 
in revenues $100,000 a month during that period of mandatory cur- 
tailment. Weagreed 7 years ago, as you gentlemen know, that we were 
going to share and share alike in this and try to work it out together. 
I agree with Mr. Cleaveland that we should try to find a way to get out 
of the power shortage and have plenty of power to go around, but 
in the interim, I think, in all fairness—we are for industrial develop- 
ment. and we are all for industrial development—I do not think it 
should be made at the expense of the people who have their invest- 
ments already there and so forth. It is not fair and it is not the right 
thing to do. 

Mr. Jensen. This committee cannot go along with that premise, 
because if we did, we would be flaunting the law of the land, and 
we just cannot do it. We cannot countenance that kind of business 
and live up to our obligations, and our oath of office. 

Mr. Erpaut. I appreciate that. 

Mr. McKer. I might say, Mr. Chairman, if I may add to what Mr. 
Erdahl has said, the cost of the private companies’ power was added to 
by the cost of steam power to the tune of somewhere around $10 mil- 
lion, in order to keep the power pool together during this last low- 
water season. The companies have been, and are being reimbursed 
through the imposition of surcharges on our customers’ bill, but the 
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fact remains that our customers, as distinguished from the large 
industries such as the aluminum plant and others, had to carry that 
expense in order to meet the contingency that came about when this 
low-water period took place. That is why we say we think there has 
to be some change in these ground rules. We rec ognize that the change 
has to come about in an orderly fashion, and in the meantime, what 
needs to be done by the Federal Government by its appropriative 
process, or otherwise, is to keep the situation stabilized, and we appea!| 
to you to do that, so that it will not cause a further difficulty than we 
are already up against. 

Mr. Fenton. The Secretary of the Interior was here the other day, 
and he was very bitter in his denunciation of imposition of surcharges 
or taxes by private industry, and he said it had tostop. I did not know 
what he meant by that. So, I thought, maybe, in any consultation 
which you had with the Secretary, you may have thrashed that out. 

Mr. McKee. Dr. Fenton, I should not ae for the Secretary, but 
he was the Governor of our State before he became Secretary of the 
Interior. I am sure the Secretary is thoroughly familiar with the 
problem of the surcharges and does not like them any more than we 
do, and certainly I should not speak for him, but I am sure that is the 
fact. 

Mr. Fenton. Well, he made that statement here, and I read it last 
night at my home. 

Mr. Devzeti. At the proper time, Dr. Fenton, we can supplement the 
comments of Mr. McKee along that line. 

Mr. Norre.t. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make one statement. 
It strikes me that the major part of this question has been regarding 
policy under certain circumstances. You must remember that this 
committee is not a policymaking committee. The function of our 
committee is to grant, or refuse to grant, appropriations. You might 
want to go to the policymaking committee of the House regarding this 
question. If a power shortage should come, naturally, I can under- 
stand your concern, but I do not believe this committee—and I am sure 
the chairman will agree with this—is not a policymaking committee 
and what you have been discussing is in regard to policy. 

Mr. Bitiinestey. Mr. Chairman, I am sure I would have had some 
very definite statements to make that are not in my statement today 
if I had thought we were going to discuss those subjects on policy. 

Mr. Fenron, Getting back to what I was trying to say a few 
moments ago, Secretary McKay in his statement before us on Febru- 
ary 24 of this year, said: 






In my own territory out there We have the privately owned power companies 
and the publicly owned power companies, and they all turn power into the 
Northwest power pool. Of course, in that case the Government built the trans- 
mission lines. They have a public preference clause which is just, because the 
public money built the thing. Sut, on the other hand, the end results have not 
been fair, because in the one case people who happen to be customers of the 
privately owned power companies are paying a 20-percent surtax at the time 
of year that the bills are the highest, due to the water shortage that occurred 
last year, about 4 years before the cycle should have turned around. I do not 
care what they say; that just is not fair to the customers. Likewise, our policy 
should not be to try to freeze out the privately owned power companies. Now, 
the privately owned power companies cannot expect anything out of me but a 
fair shake, and the good ones will not ask for any more. Some of them will. 
They can expect fair treatment. 

The Federal Government should be the last word in integrity in dealing with 
all of these people. 
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I say that people any place, in your State or in mine, if they want to go about 
ind own their power distribution systems, have that as their privilege; but 
he Federal Department of the Interior should not be trying to force them to do it. 
We have not been too fair. For instance, the privately owned power com- 
nies have been getting along with Bonneville on a 1-year contract. I had a 
ieeting with Dr. Raver last year, and the privately owned power companies 
vould like to get together with them. They want a long-term contract. Now 
they have a 5-year contract. That is not enough yet, because they are financed 
iver a long period of time. They earn a very small amount on capital invest- 
ment. 

What I want to know is what is that 20-percent surtax he is talk- 
ng about. 

Mr. Detzeti. The immediate cause was the weather. The long- 
term reason was the Federal sales policy that had been in effect for 
some years. There is a question of pre ‘ference that we accept as an 
accomplished fact. Wethink from time to time there has been abuses, 
but no one is trying to repeal it. 

For a number of years Bonneville has refused contracts of any 
duration to the private utilities except on a day-to-day basis or per- 
haps a 1-year basis. As an outgrowth in part of the war and in part 
of their ambition to bring in more industries, they have contracted 
large quantities of power to various industries on 10- and 20-year con- 
tracts. Under the established system of preference, the private utill- 
ties take a third place, so that the impact is primarily on them and 
their customers, but not exclusively. It has an impact on the public 
agencies in that they voluntarily curtail. Power is thus taken from 
sinall industry and allocated to big industry. 

We get that impact and we have the further impact of cost. We 
must either not satisfy our customers or buy steam wherever we can 
get it. We felt we should satisfy our customers and buy steam wher- 
ever we could get it, and that is what we did, and we let the States 
of Oregon and Washington tell us what we could charge the public, 
and they said we could pass those costs on. 

But it has left us with public-relations scars, because people do not 
understand why they should be put in the position of curtailing and 
also footing the bill while the Johnny-come-lately industries served 
directly by “Bonneville enjoy a preference. 

We do not quarrel with the industry. They are a grand addition, 
in theory if not in practice, but we take violent exception to the idea 
that the new industry should get that contractual priority ahead of 
people already there, farmers and retail customers. 

Mr. Fenron. I think you are right. Do not the big new industries 
that come in pass it on to the customers ¢ 

Mr. Deuzett. No. They have the Government power by contract, 
and in some cases if the power cost exceeds 4 mills, Uncle Sam will 
bail them out. 

Mr. Jones. In the last 12 years or so I have been chairman of the 
utilities committee of the city of Seattle. We have spent on an aver- 
age, to build our own lines and new facilities, at least $10 million a 
year. We are now building a plant that will bring 270,000 kilowatts 
in, at a cost of $50 million. We have just completed a plant that 
brought in a month ago 40,000 kilowatts at a cost of $13 million or 
$14 million. 

But as far as preference is concerned, in our particular case it does 
not work so well, because we had a shortage of power recently, and 





we went out and we cut right through the area of ours, 207,000 cus- 
tomers, some 10 percent. We also had radio programs asking people 
not to use power. That cost us between $250,000 and $300,000 in 
revenue for that period of time that we had the shortage. 

So we do not feel a lot of times that we are using the preference 
clause to a great extent as far as Seattle is concerned, because we have 
always gone out to help the area as a whole when there is a shortage. 
We hav e endeavored to be a sood neighbor. 

Mr. McKer. I would like to say I agree with what Mr. Jones has 
said. Our own company is just completing a 100,000-kilowatt plant 
which will cost $35 million, and since the war we have spent $40 
million or $45 million on transmission and distribution facilities. 

When we appeared before the committee before, we filed a state- 
ment showing aggregate expenditures of our own. I would like to 
suggest to the chairman that we do likewise this time, so that this 
committee and the Congress will not believe we are sitting down doing 
nothing, because that is not right. 

Mr. Fenton. That is what I was trying to bring out. 

Mr. Erpant. Mr. Billingsley represents a PUD in central Wash- 
ington that has just completed a project. We have been attempting 
to complete a project, but have been held up by litigation. We are 
doing everything we can. 

I think if you recall we put some figures before you about a year 
ago which would indicate over 10 past and 5 future years the com- 
bined utilities will have spent over $1 billion to make this thing work. 
I think that is an important point. You gentlemen commented it 
was an important point at the time. 

We are doing everything we can, and our committee agreed that you 
gentlemen have a problem of holding this down to a minimum, and 
we want to help as best we can, but we are appealing to you that on 
certain items where cuts may eventually be made if it is determined— 
the policy may be new—that time be allowed to work out a new policy, 
and where a utility wants to put in those items on its own, that we 
should put them in, and the Federal Government should do the overall 
backbone work that you feel the Federal Government should do, and 
no more. We want to help. 

It is true this comment seems to be a discussion more of policy 
rather than items. But you can appreciate in the short period of time 
we have not had opportunity to go into the details as much as we 
should. We will get that in. I am sure we can get it in within a 
couple days, and I do not know what additional information that 
might present, but whatever it does, we will do it at the earliest pos- 
sible time. 

Mr. Stier. My name is Robert C. Sipe. I represent the Mountain 
States Power Co. 

We have a rather extensive operation in western Oregon, and our 
principal industrial load is that associated with lumber and forest 
products, much of which is high priority in defense programs. 

Our company has extensively installed and contracted for steam- 
generated power in order to cope with the rapidly growing loads in 
that industry. We have installed, as the only means of power we 
can get, steam-generating equipment, and we have contracted with 
other steam-generating suppliers. 





Because we are unable to cope with the growing demand, we are 
desirous of getting all the power we can from the Bonneville project. 
They have transmission lines running throughout our service area, 

d we find ourselves unable to get the power we would like on any 

isis, and we do know that from these transmission lines they will 
take these industrial loads on a preference basis, and that is very dis- 
turbing to us. 

Mr. Jensen. What are the largest cities in your area 

Mr. Sree. In the western area, Corvallis, Springfield, Albany, and 
Coos Bay. 

These plants operate around the clock, and we have to do that in 
order to make our best effort to cope with the needs. 

We would like to get the Bonneville power to augment the power 
we have. 

Mr. Fenron. What fuel do you use for your steam ? 

Mr. Srer. Sawmill refuse, supplemented with oil, and oil is very 
high priced in that area. 

Mr. Erpaurt. Mr. Wegner. 

Mr. Weener. I realize it is late. I have a prepared statement I 
would like to submit for the record. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


/ 


STATEMENT OF A. H. WEGNER OF THE WASHINGTON WaTER Power Co. BEFORE 
tHE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS 


My name is A. H. Wegner. I am employed by the Washington Water Power 
Co., Spokane, Wash., as manager of rates and economic research. I appear here 
as a representative of our company on the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference 
Committee. I first wish to state that while we do not agree that everything in 
the Bonneville budget is desirable or necessary, nevertheless we concur in the 
general statement just submitted to you by Mr. C. A. Erdahl on behalf of the 
conference committee 

I would like to add this further comment on one item of the appropriation 
request and which appears to be typical of several others. Reference is made 
to proposed budget item No. 623 entitled “Spokane-Colville-Spirit line.’ This is 
for the installation of a larger transformer to serve the loads of two REA co- 
operatives and of our company in the area of Deer Park, Wash. 

If it is assumed that only Bonneville should provide the additional trans 
formers, then it may be said that we approve this item. However, I suggest 
that requests for Federal appropriations could be reduced or eliminated if in 
instances such as this the company or other utility agencies had been permitted 
to provide the facilities at their own expense as we originally proposed to do 

In September 1948 we proposed to construct a transformer substation at Deer 
Park and requested permission to connect it to Bonneville’s transmission line 
but were unable to obtain consent thereto 

In the present instance we are willing to provide the transformer capacity to 
supply our own requirements. If that were done, it would relieve the load on 
Bonneville’s existing transformer so that it would be adequate for some time 
for the other loads remaining, and thus the requested appropriation would not 
be necessary. 

Further, should it be found appropriate, we are willing to purchase from 
tonneville the substation “as is” and to continue to supply our loads and those 
of the REA cooperatives by the customary wheeling arrangement. 

Since I am speaking about the Spokane-Spirit 110 Kilovolt line, I should like 
to add that on April 6, 1951, and on several subsequent oceasions we have re 
quested permission to connect to said line for the purpose of enabling us to 
supply loads of mining and domestic customers who have applied to us in 
writing for service. As of this date we have not been accorded such permission. 
We respectfully submit that Bonneville’s transmission lines were not constructed 
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for the purpose of serving one utility agency exclusively. Rather it wou 
seem that so long as any utility agency is willing to pay the appropriate portion 
of charges on the Government line it too should be granted the use of a portion 
of the line the same as any other utility agency. 

Mr. Erpant. Mr. Hurd. 

Mr. Hourp. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement about two 
and one-half pages long. It expresses our philosophy. 

Mr Jensen. Go ahead and read it. 

Mr. Hurp. My name is Owen W. Hurd. I am president of th 
Northwest Public Power Association, whose membership includes 
88 municipal, cooperative, and public-utility-district electric systems 
in the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Montana, and Alaska. 
Seventy-two of these utilities receive all or part of their power require 
ments from the Federal hydroelectric plants in the Northwest through 
the regionwide transmission system of the Bonneville Power Admin 
istration. We, therefore, have a very real interest and concern in 
the operating and construction budget of the Bonneville Power 
Administration now being considered by this committee. 

The ability of the utilities represented by my association to serve 
the increasing power requirements of their customers depends upon 
the fulfillment of BPA’s responsibilities to provide necessary addi 
tional transmission facilities in accordance with the terms and intent 
of existing power contracts between the respective utilities and the 
Department of the Interior through the Bonneville Administrator. 
The determination of additional BPA transmission facilities needed, 
both as to time and amount, requires a close and continuing coordina 
tion of the plans, schedules and load forecasting of the individual 
utilities and BPA to insure the installation of required facilities to 
take care of normal and unexpected load growth. The BPA budget 
has its basis in the requirements of utility and industrial loads of the 
region. 

We believe the budget which has been developed by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and reviewed by the Bureau of the Budget and 
the group of utility representatives, at the invitation of your chair- 
man and the Secretary of the Interior, should be approved by this 
committee. It isthe one that Mr. Erdahl has detailed. 

Mr. Cleaveland, in his statement before this committe, has included 
a list of budget items which affect public agencies, including members 
of our association. 

It is the objective of the members of our association to provide the 
best possible service at the lowest possible cost in the most efficient 
manner. To achieve this objective it is necessary to practice utmost 
economy without jeopardizing our ability to serve our customers with 
the type of service required. We are, therefore, in sympathy with any 
honest efforts on the part of this committee to achieve economy con- 
sistent with sound management and full recognition of contractual 
obligations. 

Small cooperatives as well as the large municipal systems are served 
by BPA under a plan of service and rate schedules which have been 
developed with due recognition to engineering and operating require- 
ments as well as policies and prince iples gov erning the marketing of 
power as prescribed by the Bonneville Act. Due to the location, 
amount of power delivered, and characteristics of the utility systems 
served, it has not been possible or practical to serve all utilities from 





the BPA transmission system at the same voltage. It has become 
standard practice of all utilities, including BPA, to deliver power to 

istomers at the voltage and conditions which best serve their needs. 
BPA has further incentive to follow this policy by specific direction 
of the language of the Bonneville Project Act. In the establishment 
of service policies by BPA, it is also necessary to recognize the prin- 
ciple of developing a plan of service which will result in the lowest 
overall cost of service to the ultimate consumer. As a result of these 
considerations it has not been possible or desirable to standardize 
on a single delivery voltage for all utilities. 

We have greatly appreciated the opportunity the chairman of this 
committee has afforded us to review and discuss the 1954 budget re- 
quirements of BPA. It will be only by objective and critical con- 
sideration of all the factors by those concerned that make possible the 
discharge of Federal and non-Federal utility responsibility in the 
most effective and economical manner. 

I emphasize the need for additional transmission facilities because 
t has been discussed both in the Secretary’s office and in our discus- 
sions yesterday. I would like to dwell a moment longer on that point 
if I may. 

Mr. JENSEN. Go ahead. 

Mr. Hurp. Among the 88 municipal, cooperative, and public utility 
district electric systems included in our membership are all sizes. The 
distribution voltage that any particular locality can take from Bonne- 
ville is determined by quantity and location. We think transformers 
and substations are a proper part of the transmission system, and in 
those cases will have to be determined by the best voltage at which 
the customer can receive that power. I am sure as time goes on more 
and more of the small distributors will graduate into the high-voltage 
class and eliminate the necessity of the Federal Government buying 
transformers. 

One other point I would like to make about the need for additional 
facilities to serve REA’s although most cf the farmers are being 
served. When REA or PUD or any other utility takes on the re- 
sponsibility of serving in an area, the amount of facilities required is 
determined by the customers, and it has been the history that there has 
been a rapidly increasing use, as well as many people moving into the 
Northwest area. 

Many of these items requested for public agencies are to firm up 
their transformer capacities in many cases. We have made a sincere 
review of this budget to reduce or postpone those items that could be 
postponed without jeopardizing good service. In my own particular 
utility, serving some 7,000 customers, it has been growing very rapidly. 
I imagine it has grown more rapidly than any utility in the State, and 
it has not been easy to forecast our requirements. We have been able 
to postpone an item of $49,000 in the budget this year. The same is 
true of many of our members. It may not be necessary for Bonne- 
ville to spend all the money they are asking this year. 

There is one other policy that should be made clear, and that is the 
fact that the public agencies do pay for transmission extensions once 
Bonneville has established a point of delivery in their county or serv- 
ice area. In my own county we expect to have a new point of de- 
livery, and we will pay for the extension. I would like to make that 
point clear, because it may come up in suggested changes in policy. 
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Mr. Erpanv. Mr. Cleaveland, did you have something you wanted 
to say? 

Mr. Cieavetanp. I have a written statement here. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection it may be inserted in the record 
(The statement referred to follows :) 











STATEMENT OF VINCE CLEAVELAND, REPRESENTING WASHINGTON PUBLIC 
District’s ASSOCIATION, IN Support oF THE 1954 FrscaL Yrar 
POWER ADMINISTRATION BUDGET 


Urn 
BONNFVII 






My name is Vince Cleaveland. I am manager of the Clark County Publi 
Utility District and professional engineer registered in the State of Washington 
I have been requested by Mr. Chauncey Price, president of Washington Public 
Utility District’s Association, to represent him at this hearing. This associa 
tion has a membership of 30 county utility districts serving over 190,000 water 
and electric customers throughout the State of Washington. This statement 

submitted in support of the Bonneville Power Administration’s 1954 budget. 

These public utilities are receiving power from the Bonneville Power Admin 
istration system which they distribute over facilities purchased and built wit 
money borrowed through the use of revenue bonds. The foundation of these 
financial obligations is the Bonneville Project Act which directs the Adminis 
trator as follows: 

“In order to encourage the widest possible use of all electric energy that can 

generated and marketed and to provide reasonable outlets therefor, and to 
prevent the monopolization thereof by limited groups, the Administrator is au 
thorized and directed to provide, construct, operate, maintain, and improve such 
electric transmission lines and substations, and facilities and structures appur 
tenant thereto, as he finds necessary, desirable, or appropriate for the purpose 
of transmitting electric energy, available for sale, from the Bonneville project 
to existing and potential markets, and for the purpose of interchange of electri 
energy, to interconnect the Bonneville project with other Federal projects and 
publicly owned power systems now or hereafter constructed.” 

On behalf of the Washington public utility district’s association, I, therefore, 
ask that the committee review the 1954 Bonneville Power Administration budget. 
with two particular considerations: 

1. Furnish sufficient funds to fulfill the intention of the act. 

2. Avoid the withholding of funds in any way that will defeat the intent 
of the act by neglecting the proper anticipations of the bondholders and the 
proper anticipations of the utility customers. 

I am listing the Bonneville budget projects covering facilities, the appropria 
tions for which are essential to the service of longtime electric customers of the 
Federal Government 


be 

















Projects in BPA budget directly affecting utilities of the Washington public 


utility district’s association 





Budaet item 


Budget item 
number 


number 


111 sellingham substation 299 Other transmission facilities 
117 MeNary substation 301 N. Bonneville substation addi- 
204 Upper Olympic Peninsula tions 

service 307 Clark County service 
218 ITIlwaco-Long Beach area service 308 Carborundum service 
219 Raymond-Aberdeen line 312 Longview area service 
222) Okanogan County substation 624 Ferry County service 
228 Orondo substation 633 Idaho Panhandle 
229 Columbia-Ellensburg substation 705 Benton County service 
232 Columbia Basin project service 709 Franklin substation additions 
238 Ouiney substation 799 Other transmission facilities 
o 


2S Quincy-Burke 


Projects in BPA budget indirectly affecting Washington public utility district 
association member utilities 





Budget item 





Rudget item 


number number 
108 Chief Joseph-Snohomish line 187 MeNary-LaGrande line 
109 Snohomish-Kitsap line 701 Midway substation additions 


136 MecNary-Walla Walla line 702 Grandview substation additions 
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Projects in BPA budget directly affecting utilities of the Northwest Public Power 
Association 


(Not included under Washington's PUD assoctation list) 


Budget item Budget item 
number number 


115 Tacoma tap 341 MeKinley-Gold Beach 

McMinnville substation addi 399 Other transmission facilities 

tions 623 Spokane-Colville-Spirit 
Tillamook service 629 Valley Way substation additions 
North Santiam Valley 699 Other transmission facilities 
Toledo substation additions 719 The Dalles-Goldendale 
Kugene-Reedsport area service 799 Other transmission facilities 
City of Springfield. 114 The Dalles area service (in- 
Middle Fork Willamette River directly affecting) 

projects 

In conclusion, I wish to emphasize the budgeted items are required to render 
the grade and quality of service which the association members as electric 
distributors have contracted for, are entitled to, and for which we are paying 
under the rate terms in our firm long-time contracts 

Mr. Ciraveranp. There are just two points I would like to make. 
One pert: ins to « ‘continuity of service. Iam sure no one in this group 
will object. to thorough consideration being given, on the part of the 
Bonneville Power Administration, to insure continuity of service. 
Our system is complicated. It covers from eastern Montana to Oregon, 
Idaho, and Washington, and when something goes wrong in that 
system, it is very, very serious. So as an operator I would like to 

plead that this committee, when you review the budget, do not take 
lightly items shown in that budget for continuity of service. 

The second point is very important, and I do not believe it has been 
brought out, with respect to the voltage situation. 

I think that if Bonneville furnishes transformation, the committee 
should realize low-voltage service is cheapest to supply, and the act 
says they should fur nish transformation. By transformation I mean 
those facilities used to reduce voltage from very high powerlines to a 
lower voltage which the customer can use; that is transformation, cut- 
ting it down. And the cost of the voltage at which the customer takes 
that service varies with the level of the voltage at the lower side. If 
reduced from 230,000 volts to 110,000 or 66,000 or 12,000, there is a 
variation in the cost of those facilities, and I think it is highly impor- 
tant that the committee realize that the lower the secondary voltage is, 
the cheaper are those facilities. 

For your information, these are rough prices I obtained this morn- 
ing from the manufacturer that illustrate the point [ want you to 
understand. 

A transformer which reduces voltage from 230,000 volts to 15,000 is 
priced at $125,000. 

A transformer which reduces voltage from 230,000 volts to 69,000 
volts is 17 percent higher, or it would cost $21,000 more. 

The differential between the different volts age levels is still greater 
for switches. A 15,000 voltage switch will cost $1,474, whereas a 
69,000 voltage switch will cost $2,600, or 76 percent higher. So in 
speaking of the low- voltage points of delivery, I was fearful the com- 
mittee may have gotten the impression that the cost was greater to 
turnish to low-volts age facilities than to high-voltage fac ilities. The 
opposite is true; the low-voltage service is cheaper 
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Mr. Jensen. I was not so concerned about that. That concerns you 
folks as producers. I was more concerned, in fact primarily con- 
cerned, with the point that was brought up here of new industries 
moving in and getting preference against the PUD’s and customers of 
the Bonneville Power Administration. That is the thing I was trying 
toclearup. If we are going to give new industries that move into the 
Bonneville area preferenc e, we had better say so in the law, so that 
this committee will know what is being done. 

I do not think the legislative committee of Congress is going to do 
that. In fact, I know it is not. But I can see where there have been 
some abuses along that line, because of the testimony that has been 
given here. But I can assure you, Mr. Cleaveland, that it is not the 
purpose of this committee to do anything that would hurt the pref- 
erence customers such as PUD’s that are receiving power now. 

Mr. CLeavELAND. We appreciate that very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. If we did, we would be going directly against the law 
as written today, and as lawmakers we just do not do these things 
wittingly. We may do them unconsciously, but we do not do them 
wittingly. 

Any other statements? 

Mr. CLEAVELAND. I have nothing more. 

Mr. Erpanw. Was there something you wanted to say, Mr. Jones? 

Mr. Jones. Not very much, except I would like to say that person- 
ally I understand what you gentlemen are up against when it comes to 
the budget, because the city of Seattle had to cut a great deal from our 
budget, too. In this particular case, the city of Se attle is not involved 
in any of these items. The city of Seattle is in accord with the state- 
ment as presented to your committee. 

Mr. Erpant. Mr. Billingsley. 

Mr. Bruutnestey. In connection with industries that come out there, 
I want to say something about the aluminum industry out there, which 
is the main one taking power. I believe from the standpoint of dis- 
rupting any economy, it is about the best to have out there, because 
actually we have to have the alumium for the war effort, and I think 
it would be much better they be out there than some steel mills or 
industries like that whose removal would disrupt the economy of some 
other areas. 

Aluminum is a new industry, it is not taking anything away from 
any place. True it does take a great deal of power, and I grant that 
the problems that have developed as far as the utilities are concerned 
and the preference clause, and things like that, should be considered, 
but if we could move ahead with our power development program I 
believe we could meet that need without its being a burden on any 
utility. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you take the position that because of the great 
demand for aluminum products, and because of their great value, that 
we should not be too concerned about serving the aluminum industry 
with power at as low a rate, at a preference rate, commensurate with 
the rates that are now being paid by the preference customers? 

Mr. Briurnestery. They should not be given a preference rate. 

Mr. Jensen. I do not know of anybody who is complaining about 
the cost of aluminum, but I do know quite a few people who are com- 
plaining about the aluminum companies getting some preference here 
and there, which I do not think would be justified, and this is the 
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point which you gentlemen have spoken about to us. We want to 
be fair with ever ybody, but sometimes we lean over backward to bring 
an industry into our area and give them more favors than they 
properly could accept. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. JenseN. Proceed, Mr. Billingsley. 

Mr. Bruuinestey. I want to emphasize and reemphasize how wrong 
it is to waste our falling waters. Every ripple in the fast-flowing 
streams of that great Columbia River watershed should be harnessed 
as quickly as possible and should be distributed as fully and cheaply 
as possib le. 

Much of this must be done by the Government if the resources are 
to be fully developed because they are multiple-purpose projects, but 
[ do not mean by that that they are Government expense. 

This power development is not Government expense, definitely not. 
It is reimbursable, far more reimbursable than, we will say, Federal 
land bank or rural electrification loans. Every nickel is being re- 
imbursed to the Federal Government with interest, and we want the 
whole world to know it. 

When any easterner complains to you, Mr. Congressman, about 
voting funds in these projects please tell them that these folks out 
there are sick and tired of having easterners say, and they are the 
only ones who say it, westerners know better, that their tax moneys 
are being spent to develop these western power projects. They are 
doing nothing of the kind. 

These projects are paying for themselves in three ways, first, in 
cash repayment with interest at 214 percent, which is more than the 
Government is paying, or has paid at times, for the money, and sec- 
ond, in new taxable wealth which they have produced, and third, 
winning the World War, saving the lives of American boys, and nee 
serving ‘the freedom of this Nation. Not a nickel of our expenditure 
was written off for defense. We got no credit on the books for our 
war effort contribution. 

Those projects and those Bonneville transmission lines are the very 
lifeblood of free enterprise and private initiative in our region. They 
are to industrial and business enterprises what irrigation water is 
to agricultural enterprises. 

They provide our young men, including returned veterans, a great 
great freedom of opportunity which our vast pioneering region offers 

Those resources should not be bottled up with signs saying, not av ail- 
able, which is precisely what would be done if you failed to provide 
these loans for this Bonneville transmission system. 

I need not remind you that Bonneville as a result of highly efficient 
operation, has already repaid into the Federal Terasury almost $100 
million, $95 million plus to be exact, more than we of the region 
obligated ourselves to repay when we borrowed the money. 

These projects are a Federal program, soundly conceive 1d, not by the 
Federal Government but by the people of the region, the little people, 
the grassroots people. 

If we had not kept our obligations, there might be some excuse for 
not going ahead, but we kept our obligations, every one of them. 

I personally have been working on : this program for over 30 years, 
and I believe ‘that I speak for the great majority of the people of that 
region when I tell you we will continue to discharge every single 
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obligation and also that we will not ask for more, ever, than we are 
entitled to. 

We think we have handled well the funds you have loaned to us. 

If you agree, we trust you will not do anything to disrupt a pro- 
gram which is benefiting the whole Nation and is paying its way all of 
the way besides. 

It is conceived and administered by the people of the region and, 
by your sufferance, we hope it so continues. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Fenton. Of course, that is a lot of baloney, as far as helping 
the whole United States is concerned. Certainly it has to do some 
good, but now you mentioned the easterners. 

I have been so sick and tired of listening to that statement that the 
whole country is benefiting by it that it is not even funny. Certainly 
other parts of the country helped too, and as far as the veteran is 
concerned the little area I come from has paid plenty as far as service- 
men are concerned. 

Now, I will tell you how it is hurting the country and in no uncertain 
terms, particularly my part of the country. 

You have just admitted here that private industry is going out 
there and getting the benefit of these low power rates. 

Bonneville power is coming in the back door instead of the front, 
and they are classifying them as preference customers. 

They are not only doing that, but they are disorganizing private 
industry out there, your electrical industry, by so doing in that they 
are giving a 10- to 20-year contract at low preference rates. In other 
words, they are giving cheap electrical energy to folbeteian that are 
leaving the East and going out there. 

Consequently, in my particular district, we are having coal mines 
shut down. One mine shut down in December and threw 1,500 men out 
of employment. 

Two other mines shut down recently, one employing 800 men, and 
600 men were employed in the other. Those people are going on relief 
and the taxpayer has to bear that burden. 

This Government has absolutely turned its back on the eastern sec- 
tion, particularly the anthracite coal area. It is not even in general 
industry that they act, Federal industry or an industry that has to 
do with Federal Government contracts either, but simply because these 
other fellows want to go out West where they can get cheap power. 
Then you say that the easterners should not have anything to say 
about it. We are paying the taxes for you fellows and do not think 
we are not; we are paying plenty. I am just about sick and tired 
of it, too. 

I am all in favor of irrigation and reclamation, all in favor of it, 
but I think it has limitations. 

I think that this preference that is given to private industry out 
there is simply because the farmers are being taken care of pretty 
well today, and now they have to find some other’ excuse to bring 
other elements into the program. Pretty soon it will be, as our 
chairman has so often said, the country grocer next. 

Mr. Bruinestry. Yes; our coal mines are closed out there, too, 
several of them. 

Mr. Fenton. I happen to be an easterner, and there are only two of 
us on this committee. I went through that same thing in Portland, 
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Oreg.. when we were out there with the committee. and we had to 
ill them on that subject. 

I, too, am in sympathy with irrigation, but I think power is getting 
too powerful throughout the country, not only in the Northwest, but 
nder the guise of cheap power it is taking our industry away from us. 
Why can you not do the same as the other parts of the country, raise 

r power rates accordingly so that then everybody can live 

W eare ina highly industrialized area, we are in a highly populated 
rea, and no wonder people are going out West where they can get 

| of these Federal benefits that are accruing. I do not have too 

uch sympathy with the States which are complaining about the 
ncrease In population. Cert: _ it is only human to go where you do 
not have to pay so much. So, I think the East has certainly done its 
share. 

In my own county we have an unemployment pool of about 12,000 
to 15,000 people right now. In the other county in my district we 
have 6,000 or 7,000 unemployed. So, we do have a gripe in the case 
if some of these handouts that are given out. 

Going back to the REA, I believe that creature was created to take 
care of the farmers, was it not, to see that they were electrified ¢ 

Mr. CLEAVELAND. Yes. 

Mr. Fenton. Well, if that program is almost completed, why should 
tkeep onenlarging? Why should these things keep going and going ¢ 
| have asked the question repeatedly here, “When is this program 
going to be completed? Is there any end in sight?” No, they never 
want to quit. 

Mr. CieaveLanp. Dr. Fenton, with respect to the REA’s I might 
explain this, that your rural customer, as the load increases equips 
his household and farms with facilities that use electricity. I think 
that explains the growth in the rural electric requirements. 

The same thing happens in the towns. 

We went through a period of 20 years to load up the domestic cus 
tomer in the town, and the farmer has learned from the towns, has 
experienced the values and the advantages of electric service and, 
consequently, he is building up his load in a period of 4 or 5 years 
which it took the utilities in your towns 20 years to build up. That 
is what is happening to your farm load. 

Mr. Fenton. We have no REA’s in my district, and I do not think 
in Pennsylvania very much, but all the farms are electrified to a 
great extent. There is a very small, an infinitesimal percentage, which 
is not electrified. 

I have no fault to find with the basic law that gives preference to 
those people, but I am trying to use some sense in the thing. 

If the intent of the law is to electrify the farms and it has been 
shown that is 95 or 96 percent completed in the Northwest, how 
much further do we have to go? When is this law going to come to 
anend? Is there not any cessation of it 

The same in respect to power. I do not think that there is as great 
a shortage of power as has been so eloquently proclaimed by the areas 
which these statements come from. Why, bless your hearts, they are 
trying to come into the northeastern part of Pennsylvania now try- 
ing to establish these great multiple-purpose dams on the Susque- 
hanna River right in our own backyard, and trying to tell us that 
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we need more electricity. Of course, that myth was exploded long 
ago. 

We have need for flood control sometimes, which we have bee: 
successful in getting, and I have no objection to flood control, but 
just because it is a nonreimbursable item why should flood contro] 
be abandoned and power put in under the guise of paying for thi 
thing? 

Mr. Bititryestry. What I really said was that when people say 
that these projects are being built at Government expense I empha 
size that these are self-liquidating investments in this power system 
as differentiated from expense. When we come in here and ask fo: 
appropriations for these projects we are put on the same basis as the 
fellow coming in here and asking for a handout, and only a few dif 
ferentiate between the fact that they are reimbursable and not ex- 
pena A lot of people think that those projects out there are being 
built out of their pockets, and that the Government is just going out 
there and taking their tax money, and they are not getting it back. 

Mr. Fenron. I ama little more intelligent than that. 

Mr. Briurestey. I did not mean anyone on this committee, sir. 

Mr. Fenron. I think the people in the East are a little more intel 
ligent than that, and certainly there is no need to say that the tax 
payers in Pennsylvania and the East are not helping out. They are 
cutting their own throats, as it were, in plain language. 

Mr. Jones. I wonder if I might say something on this, Mr. Chair 
man. I have been coming back here a long time with this group, 
and I think one of the first times I ever met Congressman Fenton was 
when we had our picture taken one time with Homer Jones. 

I want to say to you that as far as we are concerned we appre- 
ciate over the period of years, and you gentlemen being from the 
districts you are from, the courtesies and the moneys that you have 
appropriated to the Northwest, because you have done a great job 
out there. 

In the last war we had about 35 percent of the aluminum production, 
and that did help the war effort, and, Congressman Fenton and Con 
gressman Jensen, we poretate very much over a long period of years 
what you have done for 1 

Mr. Fenron. Since a Aluminum Co. has been mentioned I do 
not single out the Aluminum Co. of America—there are other indus- 
tries besides the Aluminum Co. Certainly, aluminum is very 
necessary. We understand that, and we know the great job they did 
in the war effort, and that they are continuing to do, and of aeaee, 
that is a story in itself. Even with the Federal Government and i 
monopoly suit against the Aluminum Co. they still did a great ich. 

Mr. Jensen. I want to say that Dr. Fenton has been very fair, and in 
some instances he has been more liberal in making appropriations for 

development of facilities in the West of every nature than pos- 
sibly many other people would have been sitting in his position here. 
He has tried to use good judgment; he has tried to be fair. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. Dr. Fenton, Congressman Schwabe, and myself made 
a trip through the West in 1947 when we traveled 9,500 miles by 
automobile over a pe riod of 7 weeks and we were on the go every day, 
and we were in meeting every night with no exception. 
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We looked into all of the projects where large Federal funds had 
lready been expended, and where great requests were yet being made, 
ecause we wanted to see what we were spending money for, and if 
inybody tells you that was a junket, I wish they had been with us. 
Believe me, it is the hardest work you can do. We were up every 
morning and in our cars by 8 o’clock. That was the starting time. 
What I mean is that we looked, we listened, and we learned. 

That is not the only trip we made because we are all interested in 
the proper and orderly development of the great West, and I say to 
you, gentlemen, that Dr. Fenton has been cognizant of the problems 
of the West and he has sat on this committee and used fine judgment 
in helping this committee to appropriate what we felt were the proper 
amounts that the Government should spend or loan, so to speak, 
for all of these projects. I know he is going to continue to operate 
that. way as are the rest of the committee members. 

If there are no other witnesses, thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Erpanu. There may be 1 or 2 who have an extra point or so 
to bring out. 

Mr. JENSEN. Do any of you have anything else to say? 

Mr. Erpant. Do you have anything further to say, Mr. Delzell. 

Mr. Dewzett. I have nothing further to say except that we are in 
accordance with your statement, and will follow the general principles 
laid down by your committee. 

Mr. Jensen. All right; will you get the information that you 
mentioned ¢ 

Mr. Erpant. I will look to each one of you gentlemen to see that 
the committee clerk, Mr. Culp, gets a copy of the information that 
you have agreed to submit on these reviews. You, Mr. Cleaveland, and 
several of the others have investigated, and they have already :n- 
dicated to me that they can get it in in a couple of days. 

(The information re ferred to follows: ) 

































Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee—Capital expenditures for additions 
of individual utilities and public-utility districts 











Actual 


A Estimated, | Total 1941 to 


Utility 1952 to 1956, 1956, in- 
1941 to 1946, | 1947 to 1951, inclusive clusive 
inclusive inclusive 


























Washington Water Power Co $7, 655, 973 $38, 630, 000 $44. 538, 000 $90, 823, 973 
Pacific Power & Light Co 9, 628, 157 46, 657, 740 44, 590, 400 100, 806, 297 
Portland General Electric Co 11, 532, 479 37, 146, 321 100, 000, 000 148, 678, 800 
lracoma City Light 27, 227, 168 14, 008, 333 179, 060, 530 220, 296, 031 
Seattle City Light 19, 994, 555 56, 000, 000 70, 000, 000 145, 994, 555 
Mountain States Power Co 7, 114, 727 22, 303, 649 21, 750, 000 51, 168, 376 
Puget Sound Power & Light Co 20, 910, 954 31, 981, 813 30, 000, 000 82, 892, 767 
Publie utility districts and cooperatives, west- 

5, 100, 000 135, 500, 000 2 190, 600, 000 


ern group, Northwest power pool 

















260, 799 





1, 031, 





Total 104, 064, 013 827, 856 125, 368, 930 








' Not available 
2 Partial 


Mr. Erpaut. I have been to every one of these meetings, and I think 
that I know as well as anybody that this committee has been exception- 
ally fair. We, naturally, are going to push all we can to try to get their 
decision that the Federal Government is going to meet its operating 
responsibility, or if not, we want to do as much as we can for our- 
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selves. All of you gentlemen have been exceptionally fair. We need 
more power for the area. We want all the industry that we can 
handle. In the meantime we do not want industry to the point where 
we are going to hurt our present customers, whether they are city 
or rural or industrial customers. 

Thanks a million, gentlemen, for this fine hearing. We appreciat 
it an awful lot, because you have been very generous with your time 


Turspay, Marcu 31, 1953 
Cotumepi, River Basin anp CoLuvitLe INDIANS 


WITNESS 


HON. WALT HORAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order 

We are pleased to have W ith us our eood friend and colleague, Con 
gressman Horan, of Washington, who desires to talk to us about 
some matters of interest to his State. 

Mr. Horan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is al 
ways a pleasure for me to appear before this subcommittee. I have 
always had courteous treatment in my appearances before you, and 
I think it is something that is commendable and definite ly a tribute to 
the gentlemen of Congress. 

You are aware, of course, that I represent the State of Washing 
ton’s Fifth District, the northeastern quarter of the State of W 
ington. The Columbia River, upon whose banks I was born, flows 
through my district. 

The Columbia River area being the greatest source of waterpowe! 
~ world has ever known, it is inescapable that tremendous amounts 

f Federal funds have been and should have been spent in that area 

It may interest you gentlemen to know that I wish I represented a 
district that did not have to have Federal grants. It would make my 
life in Congress much more simple. It would not add to any of my 
problems. Federal grants are going to be made in the Columbia River 
area whether we like them or not, and consequently they are my re- 
sponsibility. I want to make that clear. I want to leave that on the 
record, too, if I may, because I get no particular praise for any money 
we spend in my area. I get thunder if I do not get it. 

I want you gentlemen to understand that when we undertook to 
appropriate I ederal funds for the development of the Columbia River 
it was something that was natural. It was just one of those things 
that made sense, and so we are doing it. 

I am here this morning just to express my appreciation for the con 
cern and interest that you gentlemen have always shown in the tre 
me nidouts Federal deve lopme nts out there. 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


I want to report that the Bonneville Power Administration, 
you so well know, is way ahead of schedule on repayments to the 
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Federal Treasury. 1 believe they are about $95 million ahead of 
schedule on repayments. At least, the books are more than balanced. 


COLVILLE INDIAN RESERVATION 


I happen to have a splendid Indian reesrvation in my district, too, 
ind I ask your consideration to deal wisely with the Colville Reser- 
vation. It is one of those reservations where I have personally some 
very, very dear Indian friends. I have never done anything but speak 
honestly to them. I have told them I want them liberated sometime 
in the future, and want to get them on the tax rolls. That is the only 
solution and the only approach to the Indians, many of whom were 
very dear friends of my father’s and are very dear friends of mine, 
because I speak a language they understand. We have had pretty 
good administration on the Colville Reservation through the years, 
and I have learned to work with the men in the Federal Bureau who 
work on that reservation. 

Yesterday this letter showed up on my desk. It was not solicited. 
It came to me because of the conscientious devotion to duty that you 
sometimes find in the Federal bureaus. This is from Henry Wersh 
ine. who was formerly on the Colville Reservation 4 or 5 vears, Hi 
s now stationed at Portland, but he saw something in the public 
print and, because he is my friend, and because we have worked 
together, he wrote me a five-page handwritten letter, obviously writ 
ten at home. I will correct the record, because I do not want to em 
barrass Henry Wershing, although I would prefer to leave this in the 
record as it is. When you gentlemen hear of overgrown bureaucracy 
and men who are wasting the public moneys, let us keep in mind that 
at times there are men who do not do that, and that you have you 
Henry Wershings who are also interested in this America of ours, 
and who take time at night to write to folks they think they ca 
trust, and this makes me very proud, 

Mr. Jensen. Do you want the letter included in the record ¢ 

Mr. Horan. Yes. 

Mr. JENSEN. Without objection it is so ordered. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

PORTLAND 17, Orec., March 26, 19 
Hon. WALT HorAn, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C 

DEAR WALT: A day or two ago I was surprised to see a squib in a Spokane 
paper that a bill had been introduced to reopen Colville Indian Reservation 
lands to mineral entry under the United States mining laws. I presume that 
you know about the bill. In view of my experiences in trying to manage timber 
lands in which there already are some mineral entries, I would like for you to 
have the benefit of them. : 

In this instance I do not raise the question of any moral or legal rights with 
reference to the use of any minerals there may be on the Colville Indian lands 
The disposition of the minerals, as well as the land, is within the province of 
Congress, and if you have anything to do with it, it is in good hands 

Since you are on the Appropriations Committee of the Departmentof Agri 
culture, you no doubt have heard something of the difficulties encountered with 
mineral entries on national-forest land. If you have not, I would suggest that 
you talk it over with someone in the Agriculture Department who knows 

Of all the mineral entries made on the Colville lands prior to 1934, 
about 300 to 350 have some semblance of validity These few certainly have 
caused considerable difficulty in trying to manage the timberlands. We find 
exceedingly difficult to even locate some of the claims, much 
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lines in order not to touch the timber on them. When we were logging in the 
Meadow Creek area of the Colville we found it necessary to leave hundreds of 
acres of timber in order to keep from cutting on mining claims. In fact, the 
claimants themselves do a certain amount of quarreling as to exactly where there 
claim lines are. There have been a few instances of claimants coming to us 
with blood in their eye about us cutting timber on their claims. When they 
were taken out in the area they could not show us exactly where the claims 
were. I’m not trying to belittle the mining men, but only to show the problem 
involved. 

The matter of right-of-way over mining claims for logging roads is a difficult 
one. Many claims will cut across the bottom of drainages where it is necessary 
to locate roads. Every mining claim adds to the difficulty of obtaining these 
rights of way. The surface rights also add to the difficulty. Under present 
law the claimant cannot cut the timber until he receives a patent. Neither can 
we cut the timber for the Indians. It remains a sort of no-man’s land until 
either patented or given up. In case of beetle epidemics or disease it places 
foresters in a rather embarrassing spot. 

It is belief that miners should not be interested in surface rights except 
those needed to carry on their mining activities. It does not appear to be 
democratic to tie up large volumes of timber which are not needed in mining. 
In the early days the miners did use some timber for props, to build cabins, 
etc., but in this day and age my observation has been that they now haul in 
what lumber is needed. 

I hope that if Congress finds it necessary to reopen these lands to mineral 
entry that some provision will be made to simplify logging activities and make 
it compatible with mining. Unless this is done, I am sure that it will cost the 
taxpayers additional money to unsnarl many legal involvements. 

It is my understanding that the Bureau of Land Management has asked for 
an appropriation of approximately $20,000 to try to clear up the disputed claims 
which now exist on the Colville. The approach to this problem seems to be 
somewhat involved. In my discussions with the Bureau of Land Management 
I always tried to point out that as a forest manager I was interested only in 
the location of the lines of the claim or that we did not cut the timber on 
them. The BLM people approach it from the angle of mineral showing. That 
is, if there is a showing of mineral on the claim it is a valid mineral entry— 
if there is no showing of mineral the claim is thrown out. This does not help 
the forest manager much, particularly since there appears to be no money 
available to make investigations. It appears to me that since an act of Con- 
gress is necessary to reopen these lands, provision could also be made to avoid 
some of these difficulties. 

I accidentally ran into Everett Hoagland in Spokane the other day, but it 
was before the item appeared in the newspaper so we did not discuss it. I 
am sure that Everett can give you the real dope on this problem as we have 
both discussed it in times past and are virtually in 100-percent agreement 
on what should be provided for to eliminate conflict between miners and tim- 
ber operators. I am also dropping Everett a line about it and hope that he 
will write to you. Frankly I do not know if anything can be done about the 
problem but surely hope so from the standpoint of both conservation of nat- 
ural resources and the taxpayers’ money. 

Best regards to Mrs. Horan and yourself. 

Sincerely yours, 
Henry F. WERSHING. 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


I would like to submit this, also, for the record, a report on the 
Bonneville Power Administration, which is going along fine. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The report referred to follows :) 
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION APPROPRIATIONS 
The Nation’s greatest hydroelectric power potential is centered in the Colum- 


bia River which winds its way through my district in the State of Washington, 
and on this river, also within my district, are located Grand Coulee Dam, the 
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world’s greatest power producer, and Chief Joseph Dam, second largest power 
producer, now in the construction stage. On the other reaches of this river are 
built or are in the process of being built, other great dams—Bonneville, McNary, 
The Dalles—and on its tributaries and on the other great rivers of the North- 
west we find other dams built by public agencies and private enterprise, all pour- 
ng their output of kilowatts into the Northwest power pool, the grid that links 
together all of the major power producers of the Northwest in one great system. 
Here is one place where private and public power groups operate side by side 
in an atmosphere of harmonious cooperation to furnish an adequate and continu- 
ing flow of electricity to Northwest consumers. 

This power has made life easier for the people of the Northwest. We lack 
both oil and gas, and have little coal, and the great hydroelectric generation plants 
and the network of transmission lines furnish the lifeblood of the economy of 
the region. We use far more kilowatts of power than the Nation as a whole for 
this reason. In 1951 the average residential and rural customer in the States of 
Washington, and Oregon used 5,205 kilowatt-hours annually, compared with 
the national average of 2,137 kilowatt-hours. Washington ranks third in rural 
electrification among the States, 

Electricity is important to industry, too, in the Northwest. Apart from the 
lumber industry and the processing of wood products, we have few large-scale 
manufactures except the electroprocess plants. The latter are waiting to ex- 
pund, but can only do so if low-cost electricity continues to be made available in 
increasing amounts. In 1951-52 these electroprocess industries accounted for 
35 percent of the total regional requirements for electricity. Their products, 
particularily aluminum, are vital to our defense effort, and have innumerable uses 
for the civilian economy. 

From these facts, you gentlemen can understand why Members of Congress 
from the State of Washington have an unusual interest in that part of the Interior 
Department's appropriation bill which deals with the budget of the Bonneville 
ower Administration. If you look at a map of the Bonneville transmission lines, 
you will see that most of them are in Washington. Thanks to the existence of 
Grand Coulee Dam, Bonneville Dam, and other Federal hydroelectric projects, 
electric power has been abundant and relatively cheap. 

sonneville Power Administration, by law, is the marketing agent not only for 
Bonneville, Grand Coulee, and Hungry Horse Dams, but also for McNary, Chief 
Joseph, The Dalles, and Detroit Dams, now building, and for a number of multiple- 
purpose, power-producing projects which the Congress has authorized for future 
construction. Bonneville Power Administration has the responsibility to see to 
it that power from these dams is sold rapidly and at a sufficient price to return 
the power investment, pay all operating expenses, and to provide a surplus which 
can be used for other public purposes. 

If the Bonneville Power Administration is to meet this responsibility with a 
minimum investment, it must plan carefully the means of transmission and sale 
of power from the new generating plants when they are completed. It must also 
maintain at top operating efficiency its present facilities. 

The Bonneville budget you are considering today is based upon that responsi- 
bility. Some $33 million of the $45 million requested for construction will be 
applied toward the completion of transmission lines and substations already 
authorized and now under construction. Some $12 million will be required in 
new starts to reinforce the transmission grid and to take electricity from the new 
Federal dams now building to serve the growing needs of existing customers, 
The remaining $2 million will be used for general plant purposes. 

Gentlemen, the record of the Bonneville Power Administration for excellent 
business administration is attested by the fact that this agency is now about 
8 years ahead on its repayment schedule, yet has managed its plant in such a way 
that abundant power has been available where needed at a cost that is just about 
as low as any in the Nation. From what I have observed personally of its opera- 
tions and personnel, I would have no hesitancy in saying that this budget repre- 
sents just about as factual a compilation of the continuing costs of realistic oper- 
ation as could be presented, and I hope you gentlemen can see your way clear to 
approve it. 

COLUMBIA BASIN IRRIGATION PROJECT 


Mr. Horan. The Columbia Basin irrigation project is going along 
splendidly, and I hope we will complete it. 

Lt want you to know that in my Subcommittee on Agricultural 
Appropriations I am working closely with the Farmers Home Ad- 
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ministration on the credit problems that are involved there now. You 
have built the projects. It is our job now to work with men like 
Dillard Lasseter, FHA Administrator, who, in my opinion, is one of 
the finest men in the Federal service. He is a Democrat and is from 
Georgia, your State, Jim. Congressman Davis of Georgia was here a 
moment ago, but he is gone now. 

We are trying to work out these credit problems. Many projects 
are suffering greatly because of inadequate credit provisions. 

I have another letter I would like to submit for the record. It is 
short and to the point, and shows one of the problems you have in 
administering the Bonneville project. It deals with a substation that 
is practically falling apart. It is 29 years old. It is a responsibility 
of the Bonneville Power Administration. I would like to have this in 
the record. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The letter referred to follows.) 












































OKANOGAN, WASH., March 20, 1953. 
Hon. WALT Horan, M. C., 


Washington, D.C. 


Dear WALT: A situation in Bonneville Power Administration appropriations 
has developed that so threatens the security of operations of our public-utility 
district that I feel that we should appeal to you for what assistance you may be 
able to give us 

Several years ago, Bonneville Power Administration recognized the need of 
replacing their overloaded and inadequate substation at Okanogan. In their 
preliminary budget at that time, they included funds for a new substation, but 
on pressure for budget reduction, struck this item on at least two occasions, 

The Bonneville people this year have recognized the need for replacement of 
this structure to be an absolute necessity. The present substation is no longer 
adequate for present-day requirements of the Bonneville Power Administration 
or the public-utility district. It is crowded, of obsolete construction, and dan- 
gerous to maintain and operate. 

The wood-pole structures have deteriorated badly, being in 


an advanced stage 
of rot. 


Replacements of the rotted structures would be hazardous and costly 
because of the substandard and crowded conditions and because the 


work 
would have to be done while the station 


is energized. These conditions make 
continuity of service to the public-utility district from this station highly un 
reliable. Kecent windstorms have resulted in a hazardous listing of the wood 
structures requiring the Bonneville Power Administration to install temporary 
guys to hold it in position. both the station and the two 6,000-ky.-a. trans- 
formers therein are very old, and because of the requirements of service, are now 
being used in a manner contrary to best operating and engineering practice, 
which increases the possibility of transformer failure. One of these transformers 
is over 20 vears old and the other is over 29 years old. They have been in- 
spected and found to be of questionable service life because of deteriorated 
insulation. They are also of a lower-voltage rating than standard transformers 
of this type used on the Bonneville Power Administration system, which makes 
it necessary to operate them at 


a higher-than-rated voltage, thereby increasing 
the hazard of transformer failure and extended interruptions to service to 
the public-utility district. 

If the proposed budget item is allowed, the Bonneville Power Administration 
would have a new substation ready for service by August 1955. This in our 
opinion is the very latest date that a new substation should be delayed. The 
period between now and 1955 will be one of extremely uncertain service to the 
public-utility district because of the conditions existing in the old station, as 
outlined above. 

This substation is the source of electric current supplying the rural areas, from 
south of Malott to north of Tonasket, including the towns of Loomis, Tonasket, 
Riverside, Conconully, Omak, Okanogan, Malott, Twisp and the Okanogan 
County Electric Cooperative at Winthrop. Of vital importance to these towns 
is the electric service for their hospitals, water and sewage-disposal plants. 

A severe wind or lightning storm could damage this substation to the extent 
that 5.470 customers (which includes 4,207 residential, 805 commercial, and 
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{8 irrigation) would be out of power for several days to a week, depending on 
he severity of damage, before a new substation eould be assembled and built. 
In addition, the public-utility district has future plans, depending on load 
wth, of constructing a new switching station at Okanogan, which cannot 
economically accomplished except in conjunction with the new Bonneville 









’ower Administration substation 
It is our urgent request that everything possible be done to assure that the 
Ronneville Power Administration is allowed funds to complete the new sub- 






tation as proposed. 
Any suggestions from you on anything further we can do to assure this most 
cessary improvement will be appreciated 
Mv regards to Charlie and Helen. 
Respectfully yours, 
Pustic Uriniry District 1 oF OKANOGAN CoUNTY, WASH. 
By Irvin R. Woops, Secretary. 


Mr. Horan. I trust you people will come visit my part of the Nation 
ext summer, I think you have that in mind, do you not, Mr. Chair 











man ¢ 
Mir. JENSEN. We do not knaw for sure. We want to. 

Mr. Horan. That is all I have to say this morning. I want to thank 
ou for allowing me the priv ilege of coming before you. 

Mr. Jensen. I want to thank you for your appearance here. 

[ think you will agree we have been very fair with the Columbia 








River Basin 4 

Mir. Horan. You have been more than fair. 

Mr. Jensen. The Colville Indian Reservation causes us very little 
trouble, if any at all. 

Mr. Horan. It isone Indian tribe that is ready for liberation. 

Mr. JENSEN. I notice the amount requested to be appropriated for 
that tribe is $642,876 for all of its activities during this fiseal year, and 
out of their own funds they will spend $902,483, so they certainly are 
rendy for emancipation. 

Mr. Horan. There is no question about it. It is something we want 
to do with our eyes open. We cannot do away with the Indian Service, 
but we can work in that direction, and I know that is the attitude of 
this subeommittee. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you very much. 
























Marcn 


L953. 





TUESDAY, 31, 





JAMESTOWN ISLAND 





WITNESSES 







HON. J. VAUGHAN GARY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 

HON. EDWARD J. ROBESON, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 

MISS ELLEN BAGBY, CHAIRMAN, THE ASSOCIATION FOR THE 
PRESERVATION OF VIRGINIA ANTIQUITIES 

MRS. DOUGLAS SOUTHALL FREEMAN, PRESIDENT, THE ASSOCIA- 

TION FOR THE PRESERVATION OF VIRGINIA ANTIQUITIES 















Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. 
We are happy to have with us today our goods friends and col- 
leagues, Congressman J. Vaughn Gary, of Virginia, and Congressman 
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Edward J. Robeson, Jr., of Virginia, and Miss Bagby and Mrs. Free 
man, who are here to discuss with us the work of the Association for 
the Preservation of Virginia Antiquities, especially with regard to the 
Jamestown area. We will be glad to hear from you at this time. 

Mr. Gary. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Miss Bagby and Mrs. Free- 
man are representing the committee of the Association for he Preser 
vation of Virginia Antiquities. It is the Jamestown committee. Mrs 
Freeman is president of the association and Miss Bagby is chairman 
of the Jamestown committee. They have a situation that is very, very 
important. It is a small matter and, yet, it is one which we think is 
of transcending importance because of the history back of it. 

Jamestown Island, as you know, was the seat of the first permanent 
English settlement in America in 1607. The island is being preserved 
today and it is being occupied partly by this association and partly by 
the Federal Government as a national memorial. Back in 1901 a wall 
was built there and that wall is crumbling and endangering the entire 
island. > 

I asked these ladies to come up and give you the picture and they are 
going to do it very briefly. I know how busy you are, but we do think 
this is of tremendous importance, and I want to express my apprecia- 
tion for you agreeing to hear us today, knowing that you had already 
scheduled a good many hearings. I know how busy you are and we 
appreciate the time you have us and we shall try to reciprocate by 
being very brief. 

Mr. Jensen. Allright, Miss Bagby, you may proceed. 

Miss Baary. I have prepared this statement and Mr. Gary told me 
to write it succinctly, but I wanted to give you the picture. It is not 
long and I would like to read it. 

Mr. Jensen. We will be glad to hear your statement, Miss Bagby. 

Miss Bacry. Gentlemen of the committee, I am Ellen M. Bagby, 
chairman of the Jamestown Committee of the Association for the 
Preservation of Virginia Antiquities. We are the owners of 2214 
acres of Jamestown Island, the first permanent English settlement in 

America, 1607. This property has been in our possession since 1893. It 
is the heart of old Jamestown, containing the old church tower, the 
foundations of the church of 1617 in which the first legislative assem- 
bly in America was convened July 30, 1619. Here was held the first 
communion service of the Protestant Church and here the romantic 
marriage of Pocahontas took place, and the most stirring scenes of 
Bacon’s rebillion in 1676. 

When we came into possession of this property of such great his- 
torical significance, the land was being washed away at the rate of 20 
feet a year, between 20 and 25 acres had disappeared since the first 
settlers arrived in 1607. In 1901, at the request of our association, the 
United States Government erected a seawall which effectively pre- 
vented any further erosion. It may interest you gentlemen to know 
that my mother, the late Mrs. George W. Bagby, came on to Washing- 
ton at that time to plead for the erection of the seawall. 

Some 12 or more years ago the rest of Jamestown Island was ac- 
quired by the National Park Service, Department of the Interior. 
The seawall runs along the entire shoreline of our property and ex- 
tends along the western end of the island on property now owned by 
the United States Government. For the past several years we have 
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been aware that the seawall was in need of repair. We have spoken 
of this a number of times to officials of the National Park Service only 
to be told that they had no funds that could be used for this purpose. 
[heir engineers made a survey of the wall in 1952, at which time they 
thought that $6,000 would be sufficient for the repair. This year, 1953, 
they estimate that $10,000 will be needed. The damage goes on re- 
entlessly and the cost of repair increases. At any time a severe storm 
might do irreparable harm. The latest report on the condition of the 
wall was made only 5 days ago, by a man who has been in charge of 
our grounds for many years. With your indulgence, I will read it. 

We feel that the repair of this wall is a national necessity and we 
ire concerned that the National Park Service, though conceding that 
t is “urgently needed” has not included this project in its 1954 budget 
und states that other needs at Jamestown are more “critical.” We are 
it a loss to understand how any need can be more critical or compare 
in importance with the preservation of the very land itself. 

For 60 years we have maintained this priceless property at James- 
town and though our grounds have been designated a “National His- 
toric Site,” we have made no appeals for financial assistance. We are 
visited annually by over 100,000 tourists and we are looking forward 
to the celebration of the 350th anniversary of the founding of this 
country in 1957. We do not want to see another inch of this sacred 
soil washed away and our work of so many years to preserve it, made 
fruitless. 

As a part of the seawall is on Federal property, we understand that 
any appropriation for its repair must be included in the National Park 
Service budget. We therefore present our urgent appeal that the sum 
of $10,000 be included in the 1954 budget for the National Park Serv- 
ice, to be used for the immediate repair of the seawall at Jamestown, 
Va., and that this be earmarked as such so that we will not be told 
again that the Park Service has no funds that can be used for this 
project of paramount necessity; $10,000 spent now may prevent a 
vastly increased amount being requested in the foreseeable future. 

Miss Bacpy. I also have a letter from Mr. Ray Z. Mallory, our 
superintendent of grounds, which I would like to read to the committee 
with reference to the condition of the seawall at the present time. 

Mr. JensEN. We will be glad to have the contents of that letter. 

(The letter is as follows :) 


Miss ELLEN M. Bacpy, 
Chairman, Jamestown Committee, 
Jamestown, Va. 

Dear Miss BaGBy: In response to your request, I have examined the seawall 
today. The tide was low and I was able to get a very good look at it. About 
350 feet of it is in bad condition. In that space there are 5 or 6 places where 
the retaining wall has broken down completely. I did not realize that it was so 
bad and I just saw it 6 months ago. It surprised me how bad it has gotten in 
the last 6 months. 

It is going down at a much faster rate now than it was a few years ago. Ten 
years ago there was very little repair needed on it. Today there is quite a lot. 

The wall is made of concrete blocks and where 1 or 2 blocks give away it 
allows the waves to work in behind the blocks around the hole and undermine 
the neighboring blocks. At this rate the whole wall will be gone in a few years. 
This is just what has happened in the case of the 5 or 6 very bad places mentioned 
above. 

Respectfully yours, 
Ray Z. MALLOorY, 
Superintendent of Grounds. 
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Mr. Jensen. I believe you stated that part of this seawall was o 
national park property ¢ 

Miss Baacpy. Yes, sir. The United States Government built it all. 
you know, in 1901. 

Mr. Jensen. The Government built all of it ? 

Miss Bacry. Yes; all of it. 

Mr. Jensen. What portion isin the national monument area ? 

Miss Bacpy. I could not give the feet, but it begins at the entrance 
to our grounds and goes for quite a distance on the national park 
property. The worse damage is on the national park part of this 
wall. It is one continuous wall so that damage to any part of it wil 
involve the other. 

Mr. Jensen. We have no authority to spend money—Federa 
money—for anything on private property, unless it Is so authorized. 

Miss Bacpy. Well, it was done in 1901. 

Mr. Gary. The idea is, Mr. Jensen, they own only 2B 4 acres 
the Naticnal Park Service owns 1.500 acres of the island. 

Mr. Rorrson. As a matter of fact, as I understand it, the Army 
engineers and the Park Service handled it as if it was etc because 
this isthe small part that title was never taken to for some reason, but 
it is part of the area of the park, but they left the graves and the 
chureh untouched. 


and 


Mr. Gary. This association is a nonprofit organization. The Asso 
ciation for the Preservation of Virginia Antiquities is composed of 
very devoted ladies like Mrs. Freeman and Miss Bagby and people 
who are genuinely interested in preserving our national shrines, who 
have gottea together to preserve some of our historical spots for 
posterity. 

Mr. Ronreson. The Park Service and the Army engineers are familiar 
with it, and the Park Service is supporting this, according to my 
understanding. 

Mrs. FreeMAN. I want to state that one part of the wall cannot be 
repaired, unless the adjoining parts are repaired. 

Mr. Jensen. Unless all of it is repaired / 7 

Mrs. Freeman. Yes, sir. Jamestown is where America began, and 
we want to preserve it. 

Mr. Jensen. I might tell you that this committee has been quite 
active in seeing to it that our patriotic landmarks are preserved. . I 
might tell you that I was very active in clearing the rubbish off Bedloe 
Island on which the Statute of Liberty is located, and also I instituted 
the lighting of Mount Rushmore Monument. 

I do not want our children or our grandchildren or our great grand 
children, or any of the future children in America to be denied the 
privilege of knowing about these things and seeing these things. 

You may be sure that this committee will give your request every 
consideration. I cannot tell you that we will make the appropriation. 
It is not often that we put money in the bill that is not in the budget, 
but we have done it. and we may do it in this instance. 

Mr. Gary. There is only $10,000 being requested for this project. 

Miss Bacpsy. May I tell you this? This old church is the only thing 
left standing from colonial times and back of that is where the first 
legislative assembly in America was convened, and I want to tell 
you if it had not been for this association getting busy 60 years ago, 
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iat today would be under the James River, at the rate it was being 
vashed away. We have the most historical part of Jamestown Island. 
(t the time the National Park Service took over the island, a clause 
is inserted in the Crampton bill exempting our grounds from con 
lemnation proceedings. That is the way we happen to still own it, 
but we have a cooperative agreement with the Park Serv ice. 

Mr. Gary. I want to say that Mrs. Freeman’s ‘husband has done 
ore to preserve the history of this country oe anyone Il know, by 

riting the biograph V of Robe ‘rt FE. Lee and the biogr: aphy of George 
Washington and Lee’s lieutenants. He is one of the best versed men 

the United States in our southern history and the history of our 
ountry. 

Mr. Jensen. I can assure you, Miss Bagby, it has been a pleasure 

| honor to meet you and Mrs. Freeman. 

Miss Bagny. Mr. Jensen, if you would like a delightful trip and an 
nteresting one, come to Jamestown on May 10 and hear the service at 
his old church. commemorating the or anniversary of the island 
nd in 4+ vears we will have the 350th anniversary, when we will have 
. big celebration. It is a beautiful ia and we would be glad to 

ave you come dow NH. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank vou very much, and we may be able to do that. 

Mr. Gary. Mr. Chairman, we certainly appreciate your courtesy and 
the opportunity of appearing before your committee. 

Miss Baery. No one has asked you to preserve the birthplace of this 
Nation, and no one has asked you for this litthe—$10,000. Most of 
them are asking for millions, and we are only asking for a little. If 
you cannot possibly vive it to us, give the Park Service enough to mend 
their end of the island, and we will try to mend ours, but we cannot 
ifford to mend the end of the Park Service. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, we make no promises here at a hearing. 

Miss Bacsy. For some utterly unknown reason the Park Service 
snot as interested as we are in this. 

Mr. JENSEN. You may be sure it will be given every consideration, 
and we thank you again for the information which you have given us. 


Marci 31, 1953. 
SoLtaANo Prosecr 
WITNESSES 


DUGALD GILLIES. EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT AND MANAGER, 
VALLEJO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, VALLEJO, CALIF 

E. H. UHL 

FRANK O. BELL 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have before us at this time Mr. 
Gillies, Mr. Uhl, and po Bell from California, who have appeared 
before this committee at previous times and now they appear again 
regarding the Solano County project of the Central Valley Basin. 

Mr. Giuies. I am Dugald Gillies, of Vallejo, Calif. I am secre- 
tary of the Solano County Water Council. Mr. Uhl and I are ap- 
pearing before you today in behalf of the Solano project, California, 
Mr. Bell and Mr. Tuesdale are also with us. 
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The Solano project consists of a multipurpose dam and reservoir, 
known as the Monticello Dam, a diversion dam, a main distribution 
canal, and a distribution system. The project will supply a firm in 
annual yield of 262,000 acre-feet of water for irrigation and domesti: 
and industrial use from a 1,600,000 acre-foot-capacity reservoir. 

The first appropriation was made for this project for fiscal year 
1950 when $100,000 was allowed for general investigation. In fiscal 
year 1951, $321,000 was allowed for preliminary plans and engineer 
ing surveys. Although we sought an appropriation for fise al year 
1952 we were not successful because we needed mone y for construction 
and the project conflicted with President Truman’s “no new starts 
policy.” 

We appeared before your committee in that year with the same 
type of approach we are using today, to maintain continuity and to 
ask your consideration of an item should one later come to you. 

Last year, as you will recall, money was provided for 10 new starts 
and Solano was 1 of these; $3,000,000 was allocated to this project. 
But a provision was made that these funds could only be spent to 
prepare final plans and specifications and not to initiate construction 
“until there is a determination as to whether or not the project is to 
be constructed as a unit of the Central Valley project.” 

Committees of both Houses have conducted hearings to make that 
determination—in each case the hearings have been very comprehen- 
sive—2 full days in the Senate, 5 days in the House Interior Com- 
mittee. Both committees have given us the green light. The special 
combined subcommittee of the Senate A ppropri iations and the Senate 
Interior Committees conducted hearings in Sacramento last Novem- 
ber 28 and 29. Their report issued February 11 says: 

It is the finding of the joint subcommittee that construction of the project 
should proceed as presently authorized and not as a unit of the CVP. It is 
recommended that all actions necessary to initiate construction of the project 
be taken at once by the proper officials. 

Mr. Bunce. Is not the House Interior and Insular Affairs Com- 
mittee, or a subcommittee thereof, now considering the authoriza- 
tion? 

Mr. Guutes. They acted this morning. It is to go to the full com- 
mittee tomorrow morning. The action of the full Interior Com- 
mittee has not yet been taken on the recommendation of the sub- 
committee which was made this morning. I will bring that out in 
a moment. 

Mr. Buner. You said that they had both given you the green 
light. I did not know whether it was a subcommittee or the full 
es 

Mr. Guutes. The subcommittee on the House side only. Frankly, 
when we scheduled or asked for this appointment we thought that 
those hearings would conclude last Thursday. But they were ad- 
journed until this morning, concluded this morning, and the sub- 
committee took action this morning. 

I understand that Dr. Miller’s full committee is to undertake 
to review it tomorrow. The last sentence of the report is the most 
important one, of the Senate report. It states that— 


It is recommended that all actions necessary to initiate construction of the 
project be taken at once by the proper officials. 
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me 





The subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the House 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee concluded 5 days of hear- 
ing on this subject this morning, I have here a copy of their reso 
ution which I would like to file for the record: 

Resolved by the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the House, 
hat the conditions precedent to the initiation of construction of the Solano 
County project, California, as set forth in the conference report (p. 7, H. Rept 
No. 2451, 82d Cong., 2d, sess.) on the Interior Department appropriation 
bill, 1953, have been satisfied. It is the findings of this subcommittee that 
onstruction of the Solano County project should proceed as authorized and 
not as a unit of the Central Valley project, and said Solano County project 1s 
hereby reauthorized in accordance with the revised definite plan report, Solano 
project, California, dated December 15, 1952: Provided, That interest on the 
domestic water investment at the firm rate of the cost of the money to the 
United States, as determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, plus amo! 


tization payments on the reimbursable funds advanced for the project, shall 


be paid into the general fund of the Treasury each year as collected, 


[ should note at this time that that will extend our repayment | 
year but will enable the project to pay off in the 50th year with a sui 
plus. Construction plans and specifications are now ready on this 
project. The Bureau of Reclamation is prepared to call for bids. 
We have for practical purposes started construction. It has been 
held up until these other legislative determinations have been made. 
For a moment I would lke to outline to you what has been happening 
in our area during this period of 2 years since we last appeared before 
you. 
First, the city of Vallejo has constructed a pipeline to the lower 
Sacramento River at Cache Slough at a cost of $6,100,000 and has 
thus forestalled cancellation of their supply which was threatened 
last year. V ee was forced to build this temporary project when 
we were delayed in getting this water. We were previously ee 
from the East Pay utility district in Oakland, 28 miles south of 1 
They cut us off because they needed the water in their own district. 
V allejo is now negotiating contracts to serve the Travis Air Force 
Base, and the cities of Fairfield and Suisun for 5 years, and they al- 
ready serve Mare Island Naval Shipyard. 

Much of this new system, however, can be used equally well to bring 
in water from the Solano project (about $3,500,000 worth) because 
it was designed with that in mind. It has been designed so that the 
same pipeline for roughly half the distance, and some of the pumping 
equipment, purification equipment, will be common to both sources 
of supply. 

In addition, this system was designed to fill only a short-term need. 
We are in an area of dynamic growth—the second fastest growing 
county in California with a gain of 109 percent between 1940 and 
a and a special census taken last October revealed a 34 percent 

gain in the city of Vallejo since 1950. 

I should like to file for the record three telegrams, if I may, one from 
the city manager of Vallejo, one from the major of Suisan, and Fair 
field, each of which stipulate that they are prepared and willing to 
take this water from the Solano project under the terms in the con 
tract which I shall mention in a moment. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection. 
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(The telegrams referred to follow :) 







FAIRFIELD, CALIF., Mareh 26, 19538 
DUGALD (iILLIES, 


Washington, D. C.: 


City of Fairfield needs water contract with city of Vallejo for 5 years onl 
temporary relief Fairfield limited to 2 million gallons per day maximum Ou 
intention is to buy Monticello water when available. Fairfields filtration plant 


designed and located to handle Monticello water. 








J. ELLis Goprrey, 
Vavor, City of Fairfield. 









FAIRFIELD, CALIF., March 27, 1958. 
DUGALD GILLIES, 


Washington, D. C.: 






Cits 


of Susisun is urgently in need of domestic water as a municipality agree 
ment with city of Vallejo on a temporary basis for period not to exceed 5 years 
It is desire and intention of this city to contract for water from the Solano 
County project as soon as it becomes available. We strongly urge favorable 
action by congressional committee on permitting this project to proceed at once 
Harry E, GAMBLE, 
Mayor, Suisun City. 














VALLEJO, CALIF., March 27, 1958. 
DUGALD GILLIES, 


Washington, D. C.: 







The city of Vallejo has just completed the water system from Cache Slough, 
from which we will also supply Travis Air Base, the cities of Fairfield and Suisun 
under contract. The Mare Island Naval Shipyard has purchased their water from 
the city of Vallejo for over 50 years and we will continue to serve them. 

Despite any press releases or alleged statements to the contrary, the facts 
ure that surveys by reliable consultants show a marked deficiency of domestic 
and industrial water for communities and military establishments to be served by 
us from all developed supplies, including the Cache Slough project by 1960. 

Solano project water is needed to meet this deficiency, and Vallejo is willing 
to negotiate a contract for this deficiency supply. Cache Slough project designed 
and constructed to utilize Solano project water when available. The city of 
Vallejo strongly urges immediate favorable action so construction will not be 
further delayed. 

























ALFRED L. WANGER, 
City Manager, City of Vallejo, Calif. 

Mr. Giuures. They will take this water as early as 1957, which is 
the earliest possible date that construction could be completed. Since 
this project was first outlined in detail in 1948, it should be pointed 
out the allocation of water for municipal use has been decreased from 
38,000 feet to 22,800 feet because of the construction of this new city 
of Vallejo pipeline. The principal use of the water is for agricultural 
purposes and Mr. Uhl will cover the irrigation needs. 

Their allocation has been increased to 219,200 and even that will 
not be sufficient to serve all of the irrigable acreage—by far. Price 
for water is $3 per acre-foot for agriculture need, $15 per acre-foot for 
municipal use. This will pay out the project in 50 years with a sur- 
plus of $1,406,800. The country has now been formed into a water 
conservation district in the same manner as the Santa Barbara or 
Cachuma project on the Santa Ynes River. 

Mr. Jensen. What percent will the cities pay? 

Mr. Griiuies. The cities, as I recall, will pay about 42 percent of 
the total cost of the project in the 50 years for approximately 10 per- 
cent of the water. 
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Mr. JenseN. There is no power ¢ 

Mr. Giuures. There is no power feature. 

Mr. Jensen. Anything charged to flood control ¢ 

Mr. Ginxires. $1,100,000 out of $47,000,000. We have some flood 
unage on the lower Putah Creek. This district has been negotiating 
contract with the United States, and I should like to present for 
ie record two resolutions of the Board of Supervisors of Solano 

( ‘ounty acting ex officio as directors of the water conservation district. 

In the first, they agree to buy the entire salable firm yield of the proj 

ect at the price of $83 and $15. In the second, they have approved the 
xth draft of this contract as to form. The contract has been ap 

proved by the Bureau of Reclamation on the regional level and is now 
n Washington being reviewed by the Interior Department. 

I have another wire | should like to file with the record from the 
attorney of the district stating that he is authorized to state that the 
district will execute this contract as soon as the United States is pre- 
pared to execute it simultaneously. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 
RicH MOND, CA.ir., March 27, 19538. 
Mr. DuGALpD GILLIES, 
Washington Hotel, Washington, D. ( 

As Attorney for board of directors of Solano County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District I am authorized to state that the board of directors has 
ipproved as to form A 9 (FE) contract with the United States Water Service 
rom Solano project by such approval. Said board expressed its willingness and 
ntention which is now reaffirmed that it will execute such contract forthwith 
f said contract can simultaneously be executed on behalf of the United States 
Kindly bring foregoing to attention of Subcommittee on Irrigation and Recla 
mation at hearing to be held March 31 

THOMAS M. CARISON. 
Mr. Giuuw' This contract will guarantee repayment of this project 
DO years, we ‘ked up by the tax power of the district. 
Mr. Jensen. It provides for a 10-year construction period without 
construction payments being made / 

Mr. Giuuies. The contract takes effect, sir, and payments are re 
quired in the first year in which water deliveries commence, which is 
anticipated to be the 4th year after construction is st: arted. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the population of that area? 

Mr. Ginuirs. Of the county? Roughly 120,000 people today. It 
was 104,000 in 1940 at the last census, the county as a whole. 

Mr. Fenton. The area to be served ? 

Mr. Ginuies. Certain areas in the county we will not be able to serve 
from this project. I would say that the total area to be served, how 
ever, is 100,000 of that population. 

Mr. Fenton. Is there any unemployment there ? 

Mr. Giiies. Some, sir. We have three large military bases in the 
county. We are rather certain they are not going to increase their 
employment in the future. 

Mr. Fenron. Have you any unemployed people? 

Mr. Gites. We have some in nonskilled classifications at the pres 
ent time. But it isa minor condition in that area now. 

The Bureau of Reclamation witnesses were asked at Senate subcom- 
mittee hearings in Sacramento, however, what their request would be, 
and they replied $10 million for the second year construction. Total 
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cost of the project is $47,100,000, and, as noted prev iously, $3,45 21,00 
has already been appropriated. 

We were informed by the Bureau of the Budget that they would not: 
give consideration to a budget request for this project until the legis 
lative determinations, as set forth in the last appropriation bill, wer 
met. They were not met until this morning, and probably will noi 
be finally met until tomorrow. 

However, that determination is favorable to this date from bot} 
House and Senate sides. We make no request on you at this time fo: 
funds therefor, but we felt that you would like to be informed of what 
we have been doing; what our situation is; what we are prepared to do: 
and if you later receive a request from the Bureau of the Budget before 
you mark up your bill, we would like your consideration at that time. 
or if that request from budget comes too late, and an item reaches you 
from the Senate in conference, we would again like your consideration. 

The Solano project is a good project. It will furnish irrigatioi 
water to 72,000 acres of lands in the Solano Irrigation District and 
provide needed supplemental water for cities and large military estab 
lishments in our county. There is no public power feature in this 
project. It has a benefit ratio of 3.8 to 1 and repayment of the Fed 
eral investment is guaranteed in 50 years, backed up by the tax author 
ity of the water conservation district. 

Mr. Jensen. There is a scarcity of water now in the towns in this 
area ¢ 

Mr. Giuies. The city of Vallejo just completed this project which 
is a temporary interim project completed because we were being cut 
off from water. We had gotten water which the Governor of the 
State said is on sufferance from the river. As Congressman Engle 
said on Thursday—you know how he feels about appropriating addi 
tional water from the Sacramento River. 

The House Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee in hearings 
out there in October 1951 determined that the river was already over 
subscribed. The city of Vallejo supply, which is being split up be- 
tween Travis Air Force Base, which is labeled on this map “Fairfield- 
Suisan Air Force Base,” the cities of Fairfield, Suisan, and Vallejo, 
which serves the naval installations on Mare Island, will not be ade- 
quate for all our needs if we continue at anywhere near our present 
rate of growth, by 1957, or at the latest by 1960, just around the 
corner. 

I would like also to file for the record a wire received this morning 
by the Honorable Wesley D’Ewart, the acting chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Interior, this morning, from 
Governor Warren relating to this project, specifying the need for its 
construction. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 
Hon. Westey D’Ewanrt, 
Assistant Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Since dispatching my telegram to you last Wednesday, I understand that a 
question has been raised concerning the urgency of the requirement to construct 
the Solano County project or so-called Monticello Dam. This question being 
based on the facts that pending completion of the project the city of Vallejo has 
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installed facilities to take its water supply from the Sacramento River at Cache 
Slough. While it is true that this installation has been made, the Reclamation 
Bureau contends the city of Vallejo has no firm rights to the water it will take 
from this source and is under sufferance to use the water only until it is re 
quired by others with prior rights. In my opinion the steps that were taken by 
Vallejo to protect the life of the community only underscore the necessity for 
the earliest possible completion of the Solano County project and I’m hopeful that 
your committee will so find. As stated in my telegram of March 25 the position 
of the State of California as set forth in my letter of April 8, 1948, to Hon. Robert 
F. Rockwell has not been changed by anything that has since occurred as a matter 
of fact the unceasing growth of our population and the growing need to conserve 
all our water resources without any unnecessary delay is additional substantia 
tion that the position then taken is still sound. 
EARL WARREN, Governor. 

Mr. Gituies. The project is needed now. The economy of our coun- 
iry is based on two things: agriculture and military. Mr. Uhl will 
point out, because of a dropping water table our agricultural produc- 
tion is in danger. We know that employment at military establish- 
ments will not increase, and may decrease. 

To preserve employment, therefore, to bolster the economies, to 
again encourage investment of private capital, we need the water from 
the Solano project. This we believe is a leveling-off theory advanced 
by President Eisenhower in his state of the Union message when he 
suid reclamation projects would be continued and additionally they 
would be used to level off the peaks and valleys of our economy. 

Are there any questions, siré I will try to answer them. 

Mr. Fenton. Why is this not considered a Central Valley project ? 

Mr. Guus. That is a long story. 

Mr. Fenron. The Central Valley is supposed to be so wide, including 
the Sacramento River. 

Mr. Giiuirs. Actually, sir, Senator Knowland introduced a bill in 
the last session which would have integrated it with the Central Valley 
project. The Senator, however, has announced that he does not in- 
tend to reintroduce such a bill but that was the purpose of having this 
determination made by both Senate and House. 

Our feeling is that there would be no disadvantage to either the 
United States or the local water users whether it is integrated or main- 
tained separately. We have been struggling on this thing for a long 
time. We started in 1938 and we want to take the easiest route. 

Mr. Fenton. I did not know whether there was a certain definite 
reason or not. That is why I asked. 

Mr. Gituies. We were accused of trying to get into the Central 
Valley to take a ride on their power revenues. We did not want to get 
into that fight. We have no power and we would just as soon st: ind 
alone if that is the way it is going to set. 

Mr. Buper. I would like to say that you might find that you are 
better off being nonintegrated in spite of the power revenues, due to 
the extremely excessive overhead in the opel ration and maintenance of 
the Central Valley project. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Uhl? 

, Mr. Unu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is 

2: H. Uhl. My home is at Vacaville, Calif., which is in the center of 
the Solano project service area 

For your guidance, the yellow through that area is the service area, 
and the green is such irrigation as we now have from wells. There is 
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no open ditch water in the district. I happen to live at Vacaville, 
which is on the west side of the area, more or less in the center. This 
ismy 11th appearance before committees in the Congress to plead for 
the Solano project. 

We have now been successful from a practical standpoint of start 
ing production on this contract. The situation that exists today makes 

t clear that the need is more evident to insure its completion on sched 
ile. We appeal for your cooperation in providing for an appropria 
tion which will allow continuation of the construction. 

When I was a youngster in my early teens the population of Solano 
County was one-fifth of what it is today. It never occurred to us 
that we would visualize such a demand and a consequential shortage 
of water. 

We are now in the position where the underground water table is 
receding at an ever-increasing rate. Portions of the county have ai 
acute shortage now and it becomes more critical each year. Studies 
have disclosed that even during a cycle of wet years the overdraft 
caused by pumping is never again established on its former basis. 

In the southern part of the county, in the Suisun Valley, where 
deciduous fruit trees total some 9,000 acres, the situation is very 
precarious. f 

At our first hearing in the Congress in March 1948 the late Mr 
Fred Chatman, an excellent fruitgrower, stated “I was born in Suisun 
Valley. My father was a pioneer on the farm. I am at present 
engaged in fruit production and culture. When I first built my home 
n 1910 the water level at my home was 10 feet from the surface. To 
day it is 60 feet. In 1915 the first irrigation well was put down.” In 
the case of Fred Chatman, whom I was quoting, he had drilled many 
wells as deen as 300 feet, striking boron and salt water. The last 
wells he drilled before he died were putting the maximum salt that 
the trees would still exist and bear fruit with. He was having trouble. 

The same is true of many others in the area. O. T. Lampert, now 
secretary of the district. had a similar experience—a little older 
man than myself. The high cost of pumping along with the high 
capital cost of wells, together with the extra labor costs of applying 
the water to the soil, there is no other solution except’ to have a 
gravity system of water such as is proposed by this project. It can be 
said definitely that certain hiehly developed agricultural areas of 
the county are drying up. Water is needed now to prevent the 
area from going backward. With an ample water supply the growth 
would be assured. The total benefits. of course, would be tremendous. 
The situation cannot be improved. There is only one answer to this 
problem. That is supplementary water. 

It is coneclnsive that there is only one source for this water, and that 
is from the headwaters of the Putah Creek, 576 square miles in that 
basin draining down to the proposed inundated area. There never 
has been—this is the truth—a better dam site, with such a large reser- 
voir adjacent thereto. 

You can appreciate from previous testimony that this is flashy, 
fast-running water, heavy rains occurring in these coast-range moun- 
tains,and no snow. You can have smaller dams and reservoirs in the 
Sierra Nevadas with snows replenishing. That is not the case here. 
We have to have large reservoirs. 
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However, with this reservoir, with 6 dry years in 1 cycle, we would 

ie sufficient water to maintain the 262,000 acres required. 

[ might just touch on this one point: As a farmer in the area I had 
o abandon one well out of 26 that I drilled, and 7 years ago when the 
ost for the application, labor only, went as high as $26 per acre, I 
gave it up. On the other hand, in an irrigation district, another one 
entirely different from this one, in the county, with ditch water, the 
tbor cost is less than 60 cents per acre. 

I simply gave up 200 acres of orchard and I lost part of the orchard. 
Naturally the life of the trees on the balance is very limited. Ex 
ellent soil. It will grow anything if we had water. The Travis 
Air Base, which is located 6 miles southeast of Vacaville, is certainly 
very important air base for B-36 bombers. But their No. 1 problem 
swater. The field which is their source of water is only 4 miles south 
of Vacaville. Some 43 years ago I can recall my father getting water 
10 to 15 feet from the top of the ground, within a mile of this very 
field where the air base obtains its supply. 

You can appreciate, with wells that are put down by the air base, as 
leep as 700 feet, that that aggravates the irrigation pool and they 
themselves are desperate, so they would be a customer and be glad 
to forgive these wells. 

Army engineers have made exhaustive studies. ‘The curious thing 
about it is that they concur with the Department of the Interior on 
this particular type of dam. The board of supervisors, by their 
powers as county agents, guarantee repayment to the Federal Govern- 
ment. They have become a water agency similar to that which Santa 
Barbara recently initiated. The water charges, 1 want to explain 
this in particular, the water charges to be paid by the county to the 
United States for irrigation will be $3 per acre-foot. Cities and mili 
tary establishments, as Mr. Gillies said, will be $15 per acre-foot. 

So that project would satisfy all interests, it is agreed that the 
farmers will obtain their water for $2.25 per acre-foot. We did not 
like the original price of $3.50 and we battled. 

The difference of 75 cents an acre-foot would be met by an ad val- 
orem tax on the county. These conditions of prepayment are satis- 
factory to all the water users in the county as a whole. 

You heard Mr. Gillies’ statement that the draft is now in the hands 
of the Secretary of the Interior. 

I am going to skip something here and simply state that the indirect 
benefits are difficult to measure in terms of money, but they are wide 
spread and tangible. 

Increased agricultural production stimulates processing, packing, 
shipping, wholesaling, retailing activities, resulting in more jobs, 
larger payrolls, and creation of wealth. 

I will close with these 11 punch lines, please : 

1. Solano County has a dire need for water. 

2. The principal present water supply in Solano County is from wells only. 

3. The ground-water level is rapidly being overdrawn and depleted. 

4. Future prosperity of our private enterprise is geared to an inadequate sup- 
plemental water supply. 

5. That Putah Creek is the most feasible source of water to provide for the 
future need of Solano County, and is continually wasting its flow to the ocean, 


causing flood damage. 
6. That this project is economically feasible. 
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7. That by the nature of the contract the county of Solano guarantees repay 
ment to the Federal Government. 

That the State of California concurred with the Bureau of Reclamation ir 
the feasibility of building a dam at the Monticello City for $1,600,000 acre-feet 

9. That the Federal reclamation repayment contract is positively based upon 
the farmer’s ability to pay. 

10. That when the repayment of the project is made 50 years after completio: 
of the project the Government will have received its due portion of severa 
hundred millions of dollars in taxes in return for its investment. 

11. Last, but not least, if this project is not constructed, we certainly go back 
ward because water is one of the necessary essentials to our existence, 

Thank you. 

Mr. Giiures. We certainly appreciate your time under these cit 
cumstances, sir. 

Mr. Bunge. I note there that originally you were going to have tli 
water users, the irrigators, pay $3.50. That was reduced to $2.25 
Then as I understand it, the nonirrigators who own land in the county 
are also to share in an ad valorem tax throughout the entire confines 
of the county. 

Did you meet any opposition from the people who are not directly 
affected as irrigators or domestic consumers ¢ 

Mr. Unt. No. 

Mr. Buper. They were willing throughout the county ? 

Mr. Unt. Tickled to death to subsidize it. 

Mr. Guutes. I am a nonirrigator. Iam notafarmer. I am from 
the city. 

Mr. Buper. You are interested in the municipal water? 

Mr. Guutes. True. 

Mr. Buper. You have some people who are interested in neither, 
as I understood your system ? 

Mr. Gruxtes. That is correct. A few people. 

Mr. Bunce. This is a very novel and an interesting approach in an 
irrigation and reclamation project. 

Mr. Grures. It is almost identical to the approach on the Santa 
Barbara project, sir, where they pioneered the way for us, showed us 
how the thing should be laid out for the people. Actually, the wealth 
which will be created by this project will have the effect of raising 
the total assessed valuation of the county to the point where the ad 
valorem tax necessary to pay this underwriting fee will be less than 
the amount of reduction of taxes which they will otherwise receive 
by a spreading of the tax basis to this new assessed valuation which is 
created. 

Mr. Buper. That is what I wanted to know, what is the attitude 
of the people who are not directly serviced by the project. I think 
your people are to be commended for showing that unity of purpose. 

Mr. Gutres. It has taken a few years but it has been done. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


RESOLUTION IN THE MATTER OF A CONTRACT WITH THE UNITED STATES FOR WATER 
FroM SOLANO PROJECT 


Whereas the Solano County Flood Control and Water Conservation District is 
duly organized and exists under and by virtue of the laws of the State of 
California; and 

Whereas this district is empowered to enter into contracts with the United 
States for water supply for agricultural, domestic, municipal, and industrial 
uses; and 
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Whereas the lands and inhabitants of the county of Solano are in urgent need of 
in additional source of supply of water from the Solano project of the Bureau of 
Reclamation ; and 

Whereas this board has heretofore, by resolution duly adopted on November 
8, 1951, declared its intention forthwith to enter into negotiations with the 
ureau of Reclamation for a contract for water service from the Solano project, 

nd did thereupon authorize its officers, attorneys, and engineers to proceed 
vith such negotiations; and 

Whereas this board heretofore, by resolution duly adopted on May 23, 1952, 
ieclared its willingness to pay for water furnished from the Solano project a 
price based upon $3 per acre-foot of water for agricultural uses and $15 per 
icre-foot of water for domestic, municipal, and industrial uses; and 

Whereas pursuant to said negotiations three complete drafts of a proposed 
ontract between this district and the United States have been prepared by rep- 
resentatives of this district and the Bureau of Reclamation, and the latest of 
said drafts of proposed contract is now under consideration by this board; and 

Whereas it is reasonably to be expected that a proposed contract will be finally 
drafted and approved as to form by this district and by the United States 
within 120 days, and that all the requirements of the California and Federal 
laws can be met and complied with and such contract duly executed by the par- 
ties thereto long before the completion of construction of the Solano project 
and commencement of delivery of water therefrom: Now, therefore 

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Solano, in their capacity, ex officio, 
as the board of directors and governing body of Solano County Flood Control 
and Water Conservation District, do hereby in regular meeting assembled this 
5th day of January 1953, unanimously resolve that this board does hereby re- 
affirm its willingness and intention to enter into a contract with the United 
States pursuant to the Federal reclamation laws and on the general terms here- 
inabove set forth whereby the United States shall furnish to this district and 
this district accept from the United States and pay for all of the water produced 
from the Solano project which can be made available for the use of the member 
units of this district ; and 

Resolved further, That certified copies of this resolution be forwarded to the 
Commissioner of Reclamation and the regional director of region II of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

I, Lewis Morrill, county clerk of the county of Solano, State of California and 
ex officio clerk of the board of supervisors of Solano County and ex officio clerk 
of the Solano County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, do hereby 
certify that the above and foregoing resolution was regularly introduced, passed, 
and adopted by the said board of supervisors as governing board of said Solano 
County Food Control and Water Conservation District at a regular meeting 
thereof held on Monday, January 5, 1953, by the following vote: 

Ayes: Directors Church, Goheen, Kilby, Mowers and Morrison. 

Noes: Directors, none. 

Absent: Directors, none. 

Witness my hand and the seal of said board this 5th day of January 1953. 
LEWIS MorriL1x, Clerk. 





















































RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DrIREcTORS OF SOLANO CouNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND 
WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT APPROVING CONTRACT FOR WATER SERVICE AS TO 
ForRM 












Whereas the Solano County Flood Control and Water Conservation District is 
duly organized and exists under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Cali- 
fornia; and 

Whereas this district is empowered to enter into contracts with the United 
States for a water supply for agricultural, domestic, municipal, and industrial 
uses ; and 

Whereas the lands and inhabitants of the county of Solano are in urgent need 
of an additional source of supply of water from the Solano project of the Bureau 
of Reclamation; and 

Whereas a proposed contract between this district and the United States for 
water service and for the operation and maintenance of certain works of the 
Solano project by said district has been considered by this Board : Now, therefore, 
The Board of Supervisors of the County of Solano, in their capacity, ex officio, 
















308 





as the board of directors and governing body of Solano County Flood Control ar 
Water Conservation District, do hereby in regular meeting assembled this second 
day of March 1953, unanimously resolve as follows: 

1. That certain contract between the United States of America and this distri 
entitled “Contract Between the United States and Solano County Flood Contro 
and Water Conservation District for Water Service and for Operation and Main 
tenance of Certain Works of the Solano Project by the Said District,’ and ide: 
tified by the marks “Draft No. 6, Rev. Sacto., 2-2S8—53” be, and the same is hereb 
approved as to form 

2. That the Secretary of this district be, and he hereby is, authorized and di 
rected to certify copies of this resolution and to forward the same to the Com 
missioner of Reclamation and the regional director of region II of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 


I. Lewis Morrill, county clerk of the county of Solano, State of California, and 
ex officio clerk of the Board of Supervisors of Solano County and ex officio clerk 
of the Solano County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, do hereby 

ertify that the above and foregoing resolution was regularly introduced, passed 

and adopted by the said board of supervisors as governing board of said Solan 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District at an adjourned sessio1 
thereof held on Wednesday, March 4, 1953, by the following vote 

Aves: Directors Church, Kilby, Mowers, and Morrison. 

Noes Directors, none 

Absent: Director Goheen 

Witness my hand and the seal of said board this 4th day of March 1953 

[SEAL] Lewis Morriiy, Clerk 


WepNeEspAy, AprRIL 1, 1953 
KANSAS Bostwick Irricgarion Disrricr 
WITNESSES 


HON. WINT SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF KANSAS 

WARD R. DOUGLAS, SECRETARY, KANSAS BOSTWICK IRRIGATION 
DISTRICT, COURTLAND, KANS. 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. 

We are pleased to have our good friend and colleague, Congressman 
Wint Smith, of Kansas, with us today, who has with him Mr. Ward 
R. Douglas, secretary of the Kansas Bostwick Irrigation District, 
who desires to discuss with the committee the Bostwick project. 

We will be glad to hear from you at this time, Mr. Douglas. 

Mr. Doveras. Mr. Chairman, I would like to read to the committee 
this short statement that I have prepared, and if there is any discus- 
sion, interrupt me at any point during the statement. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Douglas. 

Mr. Dovertas. Mr. Chairman and members of this subcommittee, 
my name is Ward R. Douglas. I own, operate, and reside on a farm 
near Courtland, Kans., in the Kansas Bostwick Irrigation District of 
which district I am secretary of the board of directors. I am speak- 
ing to you in behalf of the Bostwick project in general, but more 
spec ifically the Kansas Bostwick Irrigation District. 

For a brief review, I would like to state that this project was con- 
ceived over 20 years ago when a similar condition existed. After 
several bountiful crop years, grain stored, people talking about over- 


production and predicting that stored grain would be lost, drought 
conditions hit the Middle West. 
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Within 2 vears the stored grain had been sold back to the farme: 
r livestock feed, then the livestock was sold to the Government. fon 
wk of feed. I need not remind you further of the dirty thirties 

the Midwest. 

This project was practically authorized in 1941 with authorization 

Harlan Dam, and was definitely authorized in the Flood Control 
Act of 1944, as set up in Senate Document No. 191—The Pick-Sloar 
Plan for Development of the Missouri Basin. 

Actual construction began in June 1946 with Harlan County Dam 


Nebraska which was built by the Corps of a eineers and is now 
ompleted and ready for use. In 1950, the Guide Rock diversion dan 
complete |. Ninety percent of this diversion is for the Courtlans 
Canal which serves the Kansas Bostwick district. This Courtland 


Canal was also constructed as far as the Kansas State line in 195¢ 

In 1951, the Kensas Bostwick JTrrigation District signed a repay 

ent contract with the Secretary of the Interior for construction of 

rrigation facilities in the district and for the re payment ot the same 
However, we received no construction in the year of 1951. In 1952, 
1 contract was let by the Bureau of aahiannaities for 12 miles of the 
Courtland Canal in Kansas which reaches the edge of our district 
Now we are told by the Bureau of Reclamation that all of the appre 

priation recommended by the Bureau of the Budget, if allowed | 

(Congress, will have to go to pay for the work now being done whi } 

as contracted for in 1952 

This means but one thing, a loss of a vear in construction time and 
a further delay in delivery of water to the farmers who have great 
need for it at once. In all due respect to the administration’s business 
like attempt to balance the budget, ] wish to ¢all your attention to 
the fact that if this distribution system does not progress in an orderly 
manner, the project will cost both the Government and the district 
more money. There are certain overhead expenses, whether construc- 
tion is being accomplished or not, which are added to the cost to the 
district. Consequently, every day’s delay means added overhead 
charges to the Government and in turn to the district. These overhead 
charges will be money spent with no actual dividend returned to the 
Government or district, but which subtracts construction funds from 
the district. For example, the more that is charged in overhead ex 
penses by the Burean, the less miles of canals and laterals the district 
‘an expect for its contracted price. This burden we cannot afford. 

We do not hesitate to ask for an adequate ap propriation. We havi 
a repayment contract w ith the Federal Government for the repayment 
of all Federal expenditures allocated to irrigation. In reality we are 
asking the Federal Government to execute their part of the repayment 
contract by supplying us with a loan to be invested in the deve lopment 
of a national resource, that it may be done in an orderly and eco 
nomical manner. This is not a handout or gift by the Congress, but a 
loan to the farmers of my district which must be repaid according to 
Federal Jaw and our repayment contract. 

The dam is built and storing water. The diversion dam is built. 
the Courtland Canal is built to the district and supplying water t: 
that part of the Bostwick project in Nebraska through which it passes 
We believe it to be poor economy to build a part of the facilities, the: 
wait another year with added overhead costs to start building anothe 
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part, and not finish the system just as fast as possible, for the sooner 
the system is completed the sooner the Government will start getting 
its money back. 

We evidently have completed the weather cycle. After 10 years of 
almost adequate rainfall, last year was the driest on record in ‘Kansas. 
We are again experiencing blown-out wheat and dust storms. With 
the delivery of water we cannot only stabilize our own agriculture in 
our district of 49,000 acres, but we can make a feed supply available 
to farmers for many milesaround. There has been considerable money 
spent on Harlan Dam, the Guide Rock diversion dam, and the Court- 
land Canal to the State line, which are all completed. <A contract has 
been let to reach from the State line to the district, which will be 
completed this fall, Details and plans have been worked out down to 
the actual turnouts on the farmers’ fields. 

In conclusion, please allow me to repeat. The control reservoir is 
completed and storing water, the diversion dam is completed, the 
Courtland Canal will soon be completed to the district and delivered 
water last year to the Bostwick district in Nebraska through which 
it passes. The plans are made for the farm turnouts in our district. 
The weather cycle has evidently changed, and we are in need of 
water now. 

Mr. JeNnsEN. In the justifications we have a map of the Bostwick 
division, and the item that you are interested in at this time is that 
part which is in red lines, is it not ? 

Mr. Doveras. Yes; that is a portion of our district, and that is the 
portion along there [indicating] that is presently under construction. 

Mr. Jensen. Am I right in the assumption that the Bostwick divi- 
sion is about 25 percent “complete ? 

Mr. Dovatas. No; I could not estimate it to be that near completion. 

Mr. JENSEN. I would say about 25 percent complete and 75 percent 
yet to go? 

Mr. Douatas. Yes, sir; at least that much. 

Mr. JeNsen. The water users are scheduled to repay $14,302,400; is 
that right? 

Mr. Dovetas. Actually, Mr. Jensen, the only part that has delivered 
water this last year is this portion through here in Nebraska of the 
Bostwick unit. It is a little confusing to talk of the Kansas-Bostwick 
and the Nebraska-Bostwick, but in the Bostwick unit, this was the only 
water delivered this last year. 

Mr. Jensen. I notice you spoke of the $4,500,000 in the budget for 
fiscal 1954; which has reference to irrigation ? 

Mr. Dovetas. To be more specific, I am speaking of the breakdown 
for the Kansas-Bostwick unit, and I think that is $1,592,000—some- 
thing like that. 

Mr. Jensen. The Courtland Canal is the project you are most in- 
terested in, is it not? 

Mr. Dovexas. That is right. 

Mr. JeNsEN. There is an item in the budget for fiscal year 1954 of 
,393,000. 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Jensen. And here is Courtland laterals, Kansas, $100,000. 
Mr. Dovetas. Those laterals would be built to save this small area 
right in the river valley. 
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Mr. JENSEN. There is an item here for Lovewell Dam and Reservoir 
of $100,000. That is a part of the entire project in which you are 
interested; is it not? 

Mr. Dovetas. It is. 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Douglas is interested in this area, primarily, where 
they have the district organized and everything is ready to go. There 
are three other divisions of that district; are there not / 

Mr. Dovewas. Our district is divided into three parts. We are 
developing on the term of the block system, with this area being block 
1, and block 2 over here, and there is a block along here, which is in- 
cluded in the repayment contract. That is not colored in on the map 
for some reason. We are primarily interested now in this block and 
this block | indicating}. 

The thing that we are concerned about is this theory that the 
Bureau tells us if this appropriation is not increased, we cannot expect 
any more construction in this area, because it will take all of the 
appropriation that the Congress will allow to pay for this construc 
tion that is under way now to finish that contract. If that is the case, 
we are losing time. We will have lost a year. 

Mr. JenseN. Of course, you understand, Mr. Douglas, that it is 
not at all customary for this committee to go above the budget. 

Mr. Sairu. The point he is making is that he cannot understand 
why they thought they had all the money they needed up in the 
Bostwick-Nebraska area and now they are taking their money and 
spending it in Nebraska. They were told a few years ago that when 
they got that money and that appropriation, they would build in 
Kansas. 

Mr. Jensen. That was an understanding you had with the Bureau 
of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Dove.as. Before we signed the repayment contract with the 
Bureau, we were urged to hurry and agree on a repayment contract ; 
that they had $314 million to spend for construction in Kansas. About 
the day after we signed the repayment contract, we were told they 
could not start any construction because our money had been trans- 
ferred to some other project, and at that time it was impossible to 

transfer it back. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Well, I am sorry to say that that happened in too 
many places during the past number of years. 

Now, in 1953—that is, this year—our justifications show that they 
should be spending for the C ourtland Canal $1,418,000 and, in your 
opinion, they have not lived up to their contract ‘ 

Mr. Dove.as. In my opinion, Mr. Jensen, I cannot determine what 
they are doing. The thing I do not understand is how contracts can 
be let. on future appropriations, if that is the case; and, as they de- 
scribed it, that is the case. I am not trying to put the “‘bee” on any- 
one—I want you to understand that—but we do want to emphasize 
this: We need water out there and we need it as quickly as possible. 

Mr. Jensen. Let me say this, Mr. Douglas: It is very customary 
for the Bureau of Reclamation to enter into contracts which will 

carry beyond the fiscal year in which the appropriation was made. 
Always, however, those contracts are contingent on further appro- 
priations made by the Congress. 

Mr. Dovetas. Yes, sir. 











312 





Mr. Jensen. I am very glad, Mr. Douglas, that you appeared here 
with our very good friend and able Congressman who represents your 
istrict. Mr. Smith has talked to me about this matter before, and so 
| have some previous knowledge about it, and I can assure you that th 
ommittee does want, and we will see to it, that the funds that ar 
ippropriated for the Courtland Canal and Courtland laterals and 
ther related construction work are specifically earmarked for you 
project, and we will so state in the report. So, if there has been in thy 

ast some appropr iated funds diverted from your section of the pro} 
ect to some other section of the project which lawfully belonged to your 
section of the project, then, of course, the people that consummated 
that act did not do it in accordance with the will of this committee. It 

vas done unbeknownst to this committee, and we look with great dis 
favor on such actions. We want to treat every section of the project 
fairly and properly, and I am sure in the future it will be treated a 
sti¢ h. 

In the justifications I see this language : 

4 contract has been executed with the Nebraska Bostwick Irrigation District 

r the payment of construction costs of the Nebraska portion amounting t 
$2,260,000. A contract has also been executed with the Kansas Bostwick Irr 
vation District No. 2 for the payment of construction costs for laterals and drains 

the Kansas portion amounting to $3,500,000. An injunction was granted bs 
the district court at Belleville, Kans., and later appealed to the Kansas Supreme 
Court. The supreme court reversed the lower court’s decision and directed con 
rmation of the repayment contract. The lower court approved the confirmation 
f the repayment contract February 4, 1952 
My question is, Has this repayment contract for the section of the 
roject In which vou are interested been negotiated and completed ¢ 

Mr. DovGias. Yes 

Mr. Suirnu. The contract is all signed. 

Mr. Jensen. The contract is all signed, and the irrigators have 
igreed to the repayment schedule provided for in the contract ? 

Mr. Dovenas. That is right. 

Mr. JeNseN. So, there is nothing that would hold up construction 
on your section of the project so far as any court action is concerned 
or arepayment contract is concerned ? 

Mr. Doveias. Mr. Chairman, the best answer I can give to that is 

ie fact that the Bureau is satisfied with all the court action, the way 
t has turned out. We had anew water law passed in Kansas in 1945, 
and that law had not been tested to see if it was constitutional or not. 
ind the Bureau requested 1 us to file a suit testing that law, and that 
vas done and the law was uphek ‘Id by the Supreme Court of Kansas 
ind has been up held all along the line. So, as touc hy as the Bureau 
has been on legal matters, they are satisfied; so, apparently every- 
thing is in shipshape. 

Mr. Jensen. Is it possible that vou have not received your fair 
portion of previously appropriated funds because of the fact that the 
repayment contract has not been negotiated in due time ¢ 

Mr. Dovueuas. It is entirely possible, yes, that’ we have lost time and 
money because of that. But, on the other hand, we still think if 
money is allocated to the Bostwick project we should get our fair part 
of it. 

Mr. Smirn. You signed the contract. There is nothing to be done 
by you or the Bureau except turn water on the land. 
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Mr. Doveias. We are having duststorms now, and the only thing 
» stop duststorms is water. Our farmers are getting alarmed. 

Mr. Smrru. I want the record to show I am in favor of the con 
nuation of the Kirwin project and the Webster project, and I am un- 
lterably opposed to the Glen Elder project. 

Mr. Jensen. We are glad to have that information. 

Mr. Dove.as. | might say there is no power involved in this pro 
ect down there. We want the water used that we have stored. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, gentlemen. 


WeEpDNESDAY, AprRit 1, 1953. 
BONNEVILLE Power ADMINISTRATION 


WITNESS 


HON. RUSSELL V. MACK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Mack, the committee will be glad to 
hear you. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
not going to take much of your time to make my statement. 

I am here today to appear in behalf of these powerline and sub 
station developments in my district. 

Now, the Bonneville Power Administration, as I understand it, 
has requested of the Congress this year $54,300,000 for all of these 
powerline and substation developments in the 14 districts of the 
Pacific Northwest, which is $18,800,000 less than the amount received 
in this present year. This represents a reduction of about 25 percent. 

In my district the request for lines and substations totals $4,120,000, 

The district which I represent in Congress consists of nine counties 
and is larger in area than Connecticut and Rhode [sland combined. 

Many of these counties are larger than the entire State of Rhode 
Island, and so, while the figure of $4,120,000 may appear large for 
| district still considering the size of the district it is not large and 
considerably under what has been requested previously. 

There is only one particular line concerning which I have heard any 
question raised. That is the Ilwaco-Long Beach line, which runs 
from about the middle of Pacific County some 25 or 30 miles, I should 
say down into what is called the Long Beach-Ilwaco area. The coun- 
ty contains about 2,500 square miles, which would make it about twice 
the size of Rhode Island. Its population centers are on the northern 
and the southern boundary ends. In order to get this connected from 
the center of the county down to the Long Beach areas where there 
are large and substantial boating and fishing interests it is necessary 
to have this improved line to Ilwaco. 

Mr. Jensen. And there are logging activities in there. 

Mr. Mack. Yes; there is considerable logging there. 

We have two major aluminum plants there, Kaiser and Alcoa, which 
make pig aluminum. We also have a number of aluminum finishing 
plants. 
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We have 6 papermills in my district, 1 of which is the largest 
finishing papermill in the country. 

We are, of course, probably the largest plywood manufacturing 
district in the United States. It is the second largest timber and 
Jumber manufacturing district in the United States, being exceede: 
by that of Harris Ellsworth in Oregon. 

Mr. Jensen. What are the largest towns in that area? 

Mr. Mack. Vancouver is the largest town with about 45,000 popu 
lation, then Longview with about 30,000 population, Aberdeen 
Hoquian which, to all intents and purposes, are 1 town, with about 
35,000 and the State capital, Olympia, with about 25,000 population 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. Is there anything else ? 

Mr. Mack. I would like to ask leave to extend my remarks here. 

Mr. JeNsen. That permission is granted. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I believ: 
that my district, which has the distinction of being served almost 
entirely by public power distribution agencies, has perhaps more at 
stake in the Bonneville budget than any other congressional district. 

Our public-utility districts, which are elected public bodies, buy 
power at wholesale from the Bonneville Power Administration and 
sell it at retail to city folk and farmers. We also have in my district 
many industrial facilities like the large aluminum plants at Van- 
couver and Longview, Wash., which depend entirely on Bonneville 
for electricity to operate their potlines. Thus, we have a rather selfish 
interest in this agency. 

Yet its operations have more than a regional impact. Many of the 
plants relying on Federal power, such as the aluminum companies | 
have mentioned, the paper and other wood-based plants, produce com- 
modities essential to the economy of the Nation. Because there is low- 
cost Federal power available, their products are usually cheaper than 
they would be otherwise. The benefits of Federal investment in the 
big dams and transmission systems, therefore, go not only to the Pacific 
Northwest but in some measure to all the people of the United States. 
Moreover, since this operation, as handled by the Bonneville Power 
Administration, is a profitable business, its revenues not only amortize 
the Federal investment but return large sums each year to the United 
States Treasury. 

Last year Bonneville had net revenues—we would call them profits 
in private industry—of $15.9 million out of a gross of $40.2 million. 
The $15.9 million was returned to the Treasury. Up to June 30, 1952, 
BPA had gross revenues of $265.3 million and surplus net revenues of 
$53.6 million. I believe this is a good showing, judged by any busi- 
ness standards. Here, at least, Uncle Sam is operating well in the 
black and is performing a vital service for the people—a service which 
in most instances could not be undertaken by private capital. 

But do not mistake me. Federal power operations have not squeezed 
out private operations in the Pacific Northwest. The two live side by 
side. They work together through an interconnected grid which ties 
in the facilities of Federal and non-Federal transmission systems so 
as to make the fullest use of both. ? 

When we look at the Boneville budget, we find that it is typical 
of what a private company might present to its board of directors. 
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rhe agency is asking for $54.3 million for the next fiscal year—a $18.8 
million drop from the amount voted by Congress for the current fiscal 
vear. It is asking for less money, despite the fact that its responsi- 
bilities to build and maintain long-distance transmission lines, sub- 
stations, and allied facilities will increase as new generating plants 

McNary and Hungry Horse Dams come on the line in the ensuing 
year. 
’ T have followed Bonneville’s operations for many years, and am 
convinced that it is one of those unique Government agencies which 
strives to match the best private operations in efficiency. I do not 
think there is any water in its budget. Hence, I would strongly recom- 
mend that the Members of this House approve of it w ithout modifies 
tion. The dollars thus voted will return to the people of the United 
States with profit, after having performed a vital service in bringing 
electricity to thowsands of consumers and to industries, military, and 
other Federal establishments. 

Items involved in the Third Congressional District of Washington 
State in Bonneville distributing facilities are : 


Ww — 8d Congressional District 


_ } Item KV Amount 
105 | Columbia-Olympia line 300 $15, 000 
Olympia transformer bade 347, 000 

112 | Olympia radio station és 13, 000 
118 | MeNary-Ross line and Ross terminal 345 800, 000 
| Ross transformer ‘ 1, 445, 000 

120 | Bonneville-Midway lines, No. 1 and 2, Wind River relocation or 230 392, 000 
122 | Ross terminal for Bethaty line aie 1, 000 
209 Olympia- Aberdeen No. 2 aah ; 100, 300 
211 | Shelton substation additions ; ‘ 92, 000 
| Shelton- Allyn line : 115 130, 000 

216 | Chehalis substation additions 33, 000 
218 | Ilwaco-Long Beach area service i 109, 000 
219 | Raymond-Aberdeen 59, 000 
301 | North Bonneville substation additions : 127, 000 
305 | Ross substation additions al i 112, 000 
307 | Clark County service : | 83, 000 
308 | Carborundum service , a 204, 000 
312 | Longview area service__...... 158, 000 
I i ain eR ai Se tai as : lal ea a 4 4, 220, 300 


Mr. Mack. Thank you, gentlemen. 
Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Congressman Mack. 


BONNEVILLE Power ADMINISTRATION 
WITNESS 


HON. HARRIS ELLSWORTH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Extsworrn. In these days of Government belt-tightening, I do 
not believe there are many agencies which should be regarded as sacred 
cows, But there are some whose activities are so closely interwoven 
with the economy of the region in which they operate that we must 
consider them apart. Such an agency is the Bonneville Power. Ad- 
ministration whose progress I have always supported on the floor 
of the Congress and shall continue to support. 
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BPA is a business-type operation. It distributes the power gen 
erated at the big dams on the Columbia River over an interconnected 
grid throughout the Pacific Northwest. This transmission systen 
extends from Butte, Mont., and Hungry Horse Dam westward t 
the Pacific coast, and from the Canadian border to approximately thi 
California State line. 

For the past 6 years, the power companies of the region who are 
members of the Northwest power pool, have supported the main ele 
ments of the transmission grid before the congressional committees. 
The consumers of all utilities of the region have received great benefit 
from this grid. 

My district, which is in southwestern Oregon, depends heavily o1 
Bonneville power. Just last year we celebrated the opening of 
Bonneville line to Gold Beach. 

Let me picture to you what this power means to ghe people of the 
Northwest. First of all, it enables consumers in rural areas to secure 
electricity, and many of them might not otherwise get it. It serves 
industry, and some of the industries, such as the aluminum plants, 
probably would have had to locate outside the United States if large 
blocks of power had not been available. 

\t the present time Bonneville is making plans to serve a new ferro 
nickel plant utilizing the ores found in Nickel Mountain near Riddle. 
Oreg., which is in my district. This will be the first commercial 
nickel plant in the United States and, of course, is of vital importance 
to defense production. 


I said before that Bonneville is a business-type operation. The 


money appropri ated to it should be rewarded as loans for « apiti al 
investment in the country’s production plant—for building and main 
taining its vast transmission system and for selling kilowatts at a 
profit. 

That Bonneville power is a good investment is proved by its finan 
cial record. In the last fiseal vear, 1952, its gross oper: ating revenues 
of $40.2 million produced a net of $15.9 million—after deducting all 
expenses for operation, maintenance, marketing, administration, de- 
preciation, interest, ete. The $15.9 million was returned to the Treas 
ury. Thus, the Bonneville Power Administration is not only amor- 
tizing the investment in its plant and facilities, and in that portion 
of the cost of the dams allocated to power, but is paying fairly large 
dividends to its owners—the people of the United States. 

I submit that all this provides ample justification for supporting 
the Bonneville Power Administration’s budget for the fiscal year 1954. 


BONNEVILLE Power ADMINISTRATION 
WITNESS 


HON. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Jensen. We will hear from our colleague, Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Magnuson. Orderly development of the power resources of the 
Columbia River system is of vital importance to the people whom I 
represent as Congressman at Large from the State of Washington, 
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it also is of the oreatest possible importance to the economy ot 
e Pacific Northwest and of the Nation as a whole. 
{ll of you are familiar with the tremendous contribution made by 
dustry and labor in the Pacific Northwest during the crucial period 
World War II and in the critical period which has followed. ‘That 
pir ota largely was made possible through the availability of 
heap hydroelectric power. 
Phe demand for power from the Columbia River system has grown 
t a tremendous rate over a period of 20 years since the great ilevelop 
ments, the Grand Coulee and Bonneville Dams, were Legun. | present 
his statement tod: iv to urge the members of your committee to approve 
ie full budget request of the Bonneville Power Administration for 
ie next fiscal year. 
In the powe r setup of the Pacific Northwest, the Bonneville Powe 
\dministration is a most important factor. While it does not operate 
e dams, it does market the energy at wholesale rates to public agen 
ies, industries, and private companies. As a result of sound, econom 
il, businesshke operation, the Bonneville Power Administration has 
gained great prestige and has become the largest public-utility system 
1 the Nation. 
Because nature has blessed the Pacific Northwest with the Columb 
River, America’s greatest power stream, we have an estimated 34-muil 
on kilowatt potential. All of the Federal dams now existing, a 


hose under construction on the Columbia River, will harness on 


ne-fifth of the river's « nergy potent) il. 

I believe that the members of this « ommittee will agree W ith me tha 

e should do everything possible to utilize fully this great water re 
source. Failure to do so is irrecoverable loss—not only to the peopl 
of the Northwest, but to all Americans, for the low-cost power of thi 
Columbia River and its tributaries is a boon to all. This low-cost 
power, generated through self-reimbursable projects, has prov ided 
broader tax base, jobs for many thousands of men and women, and 
the production at low cost of such essential commodities as aluminun 
titanium, fertilizers, abrasives, and chlorates, 

Every day that we allow the Columbia River to pour unharnessed 
watel into the sea, we are losing the equivalent to jobs and new incom 

By granting the funds which the Bonneville Power Administra 
tion requires for the next fiscal year, and by continuing a sound, log 
cal program of river development, we can help insure a strong econom) 
for a great segment of the United States. 

The Bonneville Power Administration needs the $54.3 million whi 
it is asking for the forthcoming year. This amount is 26 percen 
less than the amount requested for the current year. Of the requested 
figure the great bulk will be used for construction and maint: 
nance. In this connection, we must remember that this will not be 
drain on the faxpaver, but instead, it is in the nature of a loan, to be 
returned with interest® 

Speaking on behalf of the people of the State of Washingto1 
and as one who firmly believes that we must have continuing develop 
ment of our great natural resources to reach our destiny as Ameri 
cans, IT hope that Congress will provide the funds which are needed 
by the Bonneville Power Administration. 
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Cottmsi1a Bastn Prosecr 


Mr. Maenuson. Through the miracle of water the virtual equiva- 
lent of a new State is being created in the Columbia Basin of the State 
of Washington, which I have the high honor of serving as Representa- 
tive at Large in the 83d Congress. To bring full resource develop- 
ment of our water and land, the Congress of the United States has seen 
fit to establish the Columbia Basin and other projects. 

To bring water to more than 1 million acres of desert sagebrush, 
the Government has invested more than $450 million, but, as has been 
pointed out to you by the Washington State Columbia Basin Com- 
mission, it was only last year that the work had progressed to the 
point where water from behind Grand Coulee Dam was made available 
for irrigation purposes. 

In order that water can reach the now desert land, we must provide 
lateral canals. Without them there can be no irrigation, and the 
Grand Coulee Dam, the gigantic pumps, the tunnels, and the main 
canals will serve no purpose. 

The recommended investment by the Federal Government in the 
Columbia Basin project for the coming fiscal year is $21,930,000. I 
urge that this full amount be approved by the Congress, because only 
by the expenditure of this amount of money can we bring the early 
and orderly distribution of water to the thirsty acres in the great 
Columbia Basin empire. 


KENNEWICK UNIT 


Also of vital importance is the appropriation of $4 million needed 
by the Kennewick unit of the Yakima project in the State of Wash- 
ington. The Kennewick unit is the last unit of the Yakima project 
which has been so highly successful. Two units of the Yakima project 
already have repaid to the Government a full investment made for 
reclamation development. 

I urge and recommend that Congress provide the $4 million, which 
is so justifiably needed for the Kennewick unit of the Yakima project. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, sir. 


Sotano County Progecr 
WITNESS 


HON. HUBERT B. SCUDDER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. JENSEN. We will now hear from our colleague, Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, on 
behalf of the citizens and property owners of Napa County I desire 
to thank you for the time and patience you have given to them and to 
me to make known our opposition to the Monticello Dam. By your 
action you have exemplified the willingness of a truly democratic 
process to hear and weigh the appeal of a small segment of our people 
in their prayer for justice. 

In the past week you have seen this powerful bureau weave under 
factual testimony presented by our witnesses regarding the 15,000 
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re-feet of water they had allotted for underground storage in the 

nge area of Putah Creek. They have agreed to comply with the 
California water laws and release sufficient water for cone 

torage, which is estimated to be 40,000 acre-feet, and | Vv the time 
he Lowrey report is completed in 1954 maybe twice that amount. 
[his takes care of Yolo County, but not Napa and Solano Counties. 

Che Solano County project as defined in H. R. 5927, introduced 
948, was heard by this committee, but no action was taken. The 
secreti ry of the Inte rior bypasse | the committee and by a letter of 
engineering feasibility declared the project authorized. Congressman 
Johnson, the author of the bill, has since said the project is marginal 
ind its feasibility doubtful. 

In his letter to Hon. Robert F. Rockwell, under date of April 3, 
1948, Gov. Earl Warren said in part, and I quote: 

The Solano County project, as defined in H, R, 5927, is financially feasible if 
the water supply which would be made available through its construction and 
peration is sold for municipal, military, industrial, and irrigation uses in 
mounts and at rates to meet operation and maintenance charges, and to 
imortize the reimbursable costs as provided under the Federal reclamation laws. 

On Mare 25, 1953, Governor Warren wired the chairman, with a 
opy to me, in which he referred to the above letter and I quote from 
that satlleeniais 

This letter, which no doubt is in your file on the matter, continues to repre- 
sent the position of the State of California concerning the construction of the 
project. In the meantime, the population of California has increased almost 2 
nillion people and the need for water conservation through this and projects 
n other streams has increased proportionately. 

The Governor qualifies his recommendation by saying that “if” the 
water is sold for municipal, military, industrial, and irrigation uses it 
would be feasible. 1 thoroughly agree with his telegram regarding 
population increase and wish to advise this committee that the pro- 
portionate population gain in Napa County far exceeds that of the 
other two counties concerned, and water is vital for its future 
development. 

rom the testimony presented these past weeks, there are four 
points to which I respectfully ask your indulgence. First: the eco 
homie feasibility of the project; (2) its present ad: ay necessity ; (5) 
the lack of protection for priority water rights; and (4) unnecessary 
inundation of valuable property. 

The county of Solano paid the firm of Stone, Youngberg & West 
the sum of $25,000 to advise them about the economics of the proposed 
Monticello Dam and their report is quoted : 

If one single major municipal or military customer goes to an alternate source 
to secure its requirements for domestic and industrial water, the Solano County 
project falls of its own weight 

They point out that the 1950 census reported the ae of 
Solano County as 102,950—not the 125,000 as estimated by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

The city of Vallejo, since this project was authorized, voted a bond 
issue of $6,100,000 to construct a water system. It was built and on 
March 16 of this year went into operation. I have information to 

he effect that this supply from the Cache Slough is sufficient to serve 
municipal and military needs in the area until at least the year 1975. 
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The present water system is adequate to serve a population of 163,000 
people. 

I am advised that the Navy dispatched a retired “—e iin to make an 
impartial survey as to the necessity of the project. He -filed an ad- 
verse report. 

A large segment of the Solano County farmers are opposed to the 
project, they are confused as to financing and dubious as to water 
rates proposed. There are no contracts to date with anyone for sale 
of the water. 

The whole question of underground water storage for downstream 
users is under study by the California State engineers’ office and will 
not be completed until 1954. 

The compromise agreed to last week may take enough water to seri- 
ously affect the feasibility of the project, if any previously existed. 

The present-day necessity of this project has passed, because 
Vallejo has gone on its own and has supplied not only its own needs 
but also the needs of the balance of the county with the exception 
of agriculture. Testimony shows that no farmer appeared in favor 
of the project, but James Fulmor, a leading farmer of Dixon, in 
Solano County, represented a large segment of the farmers there and 
appeared against the project. 

3. No provision has been made to provide water for users in the 
county of origin. The population of Napa is rapidly increasing and 
will soon be confronted with a water shortage. ‘The Monticello Dam 
will forever preclude them the use of water that originates in their 
~~ county. 

The Monticello Dam will flood or make useless 18,000 acres of 
land and reduce the agricultural acreage of Napa County by one-sixth, 
besides precluding Pope Valley of ever receiving water ‘for irrigation. 
The cost of uprooting families from their homes, removing a cemetery 
and the costly rerouting of roads and highways and the removal of 
this area from the tax rolls will ¢ adversely effect Napa County. 

Mr. Chairman, in my business and political career I have always 
taken pride in defending and assisting the so-called underdog. I think 
it is a human trait for us to do so. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I appeal to you and your committee in its 
wisdom and in accordance with the testimony presented, to instruct the 
sureau of Reclamation to make a further study of the alternate proj- 
ect as proposed by the State engineer which will make wnnecessary 
the flooding of Berryessa V: alley and the placement of the dams to 
benefit Napa County as well as the other counties concerned, and in so 

doing will render justice to all concerned. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, sir. 


ALUMINA RESEARCH 


Mr. Jensen. The committee is is in receipt of a statement from Mr. 
H. C. McBride, manager, Oxide Division, Monolith Portland Midwest 
Co. on alumina rese: arch, which will be inserted in the record at this 
point. 

(The statement is as follows:) 
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STATEMENT oF H. D. McBripr, MANacer, Oxmpe Division, MONOLITH PORTLAND 
MIDWEsT Co. 


The Bureau of Mines of the Department of Interior has requested an appro- 
priation of $650,000 for the fiscal year 1954 to continue experimental testing of an 
already proven process in a Government plant at Laramie, Wyo. The plant was 
designed and constructed by the Monolith Portland Midwest Co, to produce 
alumina from the Nation’s inexhaustible reserve of anorthosite and clay. 

Monolith Portland Midwest Co. recommends that this appropriation be denied 
by the Congress for the following reasons: 

Domestic reserves of bauxite dangerously depleted. sauxite is the only raw 
material from which aluminum has to date been commercially made in the 
United States. Only a few years’ supply of commercial-grade bauxite remains in 
the State of Arkansas. Over 80 percent of the present industry’s requirements 
are being imported, mostly from South America. 

Submarine sinkings of bauvite boats in last war.—The seriousness of the 
Nation’s dependence upon bauxite imports was not revealed at the time. The 
number of boats and their destiny was clearly testified to in 1947 by Mr. Oliver C, 
Ralston of the Bureau of Mines before the subcommittee of the Committee on 
Public Lands, United States Senate on the investigation of national resources, 
at page 2: 

“We were decidedly embarrassed at the beginning of 1943 when, of the 60 ore 
boats bringing aluminum ore from the north coast of South America te the 
United States, we reached a point where 52 out of the 60 had been sunk. No one 
dared to breathe the situation at the time to the people * * *.” 

In addition to these sunken bauxite boats the record is replete with evidence 
of 48 or more escort vessels being sunk in an attempt to protect the bauxite 
cargoes, 

Stockpiling of baurite-—The stockpiling of expensive imported bauxite is 
only a stopgap at the best. By the commercial use of the Monolith process, the 
only technically proven process to produce alumina from inexhaustible domestic 

eserves of nonbauxitic materials, such costly stockpiling would be unnecessary. 

Bureau of Mines’ proposal envisages wasteful expenditure of tar dollars and 
fruitless use of production facilities —The Bureau of Mines since July 1951 has 
obtained appropriations from Congress for $1,350,000 to test piecemeal the 
Monolith process in this same plant. But after 20 months the Bureau is yet to 
vet the plant into full-scale production necessary to prove production costs. 
No alumina has yet been produced nor does the Bureau's plan include the proving 
of the economics of combined alumina-cement production 

It is presumed that a substantial portion of the $1,350,000 heretofore appro- 
priated has been so expended. To authorize additional expenditures for another 
year’s tests by the Bureau would be money wasted. 

Vothing of much importance would be added even if Bureau of Mines com- 
pletes its program.—The Bureau’s program would be insufficient to prove reliable 
production costs. It has already duplicated much work already done by Monolith. 
It will not prove the economics of large-scale production necessary to the defense 
effort. Even should the Bureau's inadequate tests be completed late next year, 
it would likely be 2 or 5 years thereafter before published reports of such tests 
are available. Meanwhile the defense effort would still be dependent upon 
foreign bauxite with the job still to be done. 

Project is for experienced private industry.—This is a project for experienced 
private industry accustomed to the demands of large-quantity production and not 
a job for a governmental agency experienced only in research and development. 
The process has already been developed ; hence the plant should be made avail- 
able to Monolith (the inventor of the patented process being used) to prove 
production costs at its expense. 

The Bureau’s program in this case would delay much-needed proof of the 
economics of the process, put the Government in competition with private in- 
dustry, and confiscate valuable patent rights perfected by Monolith after many 
years’ work and large expenditures of funds. 

The plant in Monolith’s hands would provide needed information in 6 months 
The Monolith Co., with its 35 years’ operating experience in similar fields, is 
confident that in 6 months after its obtaining possession of the plant, results 
would be such as to warrant expanding operations at many locations through- 
out the United States sufficient to furnish competitively all alumina require 
ments of the several new companies entering the aluminum business, if not all 
United States requirements if necessary in a war emergency. 
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Vonolith’s suggested remedy To fit present conditions Monolith offers to 
contract with any appropriate Government agency to: 

1. Produce with its process in the Laramie plant and deliver 18,000 tons of 
alumina or more per year at a price to be negotiated or arbitrated. 

2. Purchase, upon terms to be fixed, the assets of the Laramie plant for a pric« 
equaling the average amount realized by RFC from the other plants involve 
in the World War IT alumina-clay experiment 

3. Monolith, if the above offers 1 and 2 are accepted, now is willing to an 
offers to make available for “Government use” without cost or royalty, its 
patents and process in this field. 

4. Monolith is willing to and offers to negotiate any other kind of an arrange 
ment which substantially carries out the above three items. 


rHE MONOLITH-RFC LAWSUIT! 


In 1943, at the direction of the War Department, Defense Plant Corporation 
(RFC) contracted with Monolith to design, construct, und operate this $4.5 
million semicommercial alumina plant. The plant was to have determined the 
cost of producing alumina in conjunction with portland cement from the Nation's 
inexhaustible supplies of anorthosite and clays, using a patented process devel 
oped by Monolith 

The plant was practically complete in 1946 and about ready to commence 
production when the contract was summarily canceled by RFC. Monolith, by 
injunction and litigation, preserved the plant against strong opposition by RFC 
who attempted to cannibalize and dispose of it for other purposes as was done 
with three other similar plants which were sold for less than 15 percent of 
original cost. 

During the course of the 4-month trial in the United States District Court, 
Southern District of California, Central Division (case No. 11816—-C) arising 
out of the Monolith suit against RFC for fair compensation, expert witnesses 
from both sides were heard concerning the workability of the Monolith process, 
evidence being completed on February 20, 1953. 

There was no conflict in the evidence that : 

1. The process will produce a metallurgical grade of alumina ; 
2. It would be necessary to produce alumina from domestic clays if im 
ports were cut off ; and 

3. It is only a matter of time until domestic clays will be used. 

There was little conflict, if any, in the evidence that the Monolith process can 
produce alumina at a cost equal to the cost of producing alumina from bauxite 
and at a lesser cost when considering credit for the calcium-silicate residue for 
the production of portland cement. Expert testimony by RFC witnesses estab 
lished that Russia and Japan have successfully produced alumina with this 
same process. 

LARGE-SCALE PRODUCTION NEEDED NOW 


The Bureau of Mines, instead of getting the plant into full-scale production 
necessary to prove production costs, has been slowly making small batch runs 
operating individual departments of the plant at a time. If reports on the prov- 
ing of production costs, if the Bureau ever gets this far (the technology has long 
since been proven by Monolith) must await lengthy Bureau of Mines’ pro 
cedures—3 or 4 years in this case—new primary aluminum producers now enter 
ing the field will have already made their arrangements for alumina based on 
imported bauxite; and the opportunity to immediately utilize this new process 
commercially will have passed for the moment. 

Now is the time to complete conclusively the proof of production costs with 
this process; not 5 or 4 years hence. Some of the new companies would welcome 
a guaranteed source of alumina relieving them of this problem and dependence 
upon expensive imports. 

It is therefore against the national interest for the Bureau of Mines to be 
permitted to tie up the Laramie plant for another year or more. With authorized 
primary aluminum production set at 1,750,000 tons per year in 1956, more than 
double annual production in 1951, it is to the public interest that this sorely 
needed process be thoroughly tested by its inventors in combination with cement 
production. This would resolve quickly any question of production costs and j 
secure our Nation against attendant danger to imports of bauxite such as 
experienced in World War IT. j 
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\ realistic assessment of our national economy and safety requires that a 
ibstitute be found for bauxite. All aluminum plants using bauxite imported 
ship must add to their cost the Nation’s amortization and operational costs 
our sealane armaments. The foreign air bases, our patrol fleet of surface and 
dersurface vessels are all part of the cost of operating and amortizing these 
ints dependent upon foreign bauxite. This makes the cost of plants using 
reign ores come rather high to United States taxpayers, and demonstrates 
here the national economy is endangered in time of war with our defense forces 
ittered on the seven seas to keep the plants supplied with ore. 
Added to this is the fact that without dependence upon imports of bauxite, 
ich valuable shipping space would be saved, and the door opened te free private 
nterprise within the United States. We respectfully propound that this is the 
ivy in which government and business should cooperate. 
Monolith is glad to cooperate with Bureau of Mines’ personnel here and on 
e site during the Bureau's current tests at Laramie, but cannot cooperate with 
policy designed to delay much needed information and to put the Government 
n competition with private industry at the expense of the taxpayers. 


3ONNEVILLE Power ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. JensEN. The committee also is in receipt of a statement of 
Mr. Gus Norwood, executive secretary, Northwest Public Power Asso 
lation, which will be inserted at this point. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Gus NOrwoop, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER 
ASSOCIATION, Marcu 1958 


My name is Gus Norwood. I serve as executive secretary of the Northwest 
Public Power Association, which consists of SS municipal electric systems, rural 
electric cooperatives, and other public electric systems serving almost 2,000,000 
people in Montana, Idaho, Oregon, Washington, and Alaska, 

Publie systems paid $12,973,025 to the Bonneville Power Administration for 
power purchased in the year ending June 30, 1952. This is a 30.4 percent in- 
crease over the previous fiscal year. It represents 32.3 percent of BPA’s total 
1952 revenue. The public systems have a vital interest in the Federal power 
program. 

The present BPA budget represents somwhat less than our systems have re 
quested BPA to include in its construction program ; however, no urgently needed 
facilities have been left out. The impact of the present budget will rather be 
in terms of delays in energization or delays in service improvement. 

All factors considered, the Northwest Public Power Association endorses and 
recommends the construction budget as submitted by the Congress in the amount 
of $55,200,000. 

There is one serious omission in this budget, which, however, does not directly 
affect service to the public and cooperative electric systems. The omission of 
the 40-mile 230,000-volt Baker-La Grande transmission line is a serious error 
The line is opposed by the Idaho Power Co. on narrow and selfish grounds which 
lie contrary to the regional and national interest. The closing of this gap would 
make available 60,000 kilowatts of added capacity to the private utility corpora 
tions of the western group of the Northwest Power Pool in the winter months 
and would reduce power costs in southern Idaho and in Utah in the summer 
months by permitting hydro to displace steam. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE FUNDS FoR BPA 


This association several vears ago pleaded with BPA to decentralize by setting 
up four area offices. This was done January 1, 1952, and the year of necessary 
transition has been completed since then. The results are not spectacular but 
they total up to less travel costs, time loss, and in improvement in a lot of little 
things. Planning of facilities, load studies, and other business dealings have 
been brought closer to our systems. Our people have the impression that while 
BPA has in recent years been a well-administered organization, the change to 
area offices has made for smoother functioning. 
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I felt this just the past few weeks while attending five meetings between 
BPA and its customers at Salem, Oreg., March 6; Seattle, March 10; Spokane, 
March 17; Missoula, Mont., March 20; and Walla Walla, March 24. At these 
meetings were discussed such matters as wholesale rates, emergency communi- 
cations, capacitors, emergency switching, revised contract clauses, industrial 
power-sales policy, and the regional power-supply situation. To my mind these 
meetings illustrated a healthy working partnership between the Federal Govern- 
ment as a power supplier and the local utilities, public, private, and cooperative, 
as power distributors. 

While this association cannot be expert in analyzing BPA’s operation and 
maintenance budget, I can express at least my personal impression that Dr 
Raver has a staff of competent personnel who are very responsive to the public 
and the power needs of the region. Our people are very sensitive to any waste 
or “gold plating” since it must all be paid from power revenues. All such com 
plaints are handled quickly and locally. 

In a more positive fashion we must also take note that the high competence 
of the BPA engineering staff has resulted in spectacular economies in high- 
voltage transmission through such improvements as (1) light steel tower con- 
struction; (2) elimination of ground wires; (3) high-speed reclosing; (4) high- 
speed relaying; (5) microwave communications; (6) conversion to 287,000 volts, 
300,000 volts, and 345,000 volts; (7) use of helicopter patrol; (8) heavier 
conductor. 

In these matters where possible the members of this association take an 
interest. A case in point was the feeling some 4 years ago that BPA right-of-way 
clearing specifications were unduly meticulous and rigorous. The changes 
resulted in good economies and no harm. 

Based on this general knowledge of PPA operations, we endorse the BPA 
operation and maintenance budget of $7,400,000. 


THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT BEARS THE BRUNT OF THE POWER SHORTAGE 


Last winter the power curtailment directly and indirectly laid off about 4,500 
people for about 4 months. These people stopped paying Federal income tax 
and their corporate employers stopped paying corporate income tax. In fact 
the present record of unemployment-compensation payments eventually end up 
as corporate income-tax deductions. 

Oregon unemployment hit 54,227 in January 1953, a 3-year record high. 


INCOME TAX STUDY RECOM MENDED 


Over and above the power revenues which repay the Federal investment cost 
in Federal power dams and transmission lines, there are a great many con- 
sequences in terms of Federal personal and corporate income tax. 

It is recommended that the House Appropriations Committee consider ordering 
a staff study of the income-tax impact of the Federal power program. 

We know the Kansas and Missouri floods of last year ended up largely as 
Federal income-tax deductions. Uncle Sam paid: for the dams regardiess of 
whether he built them. 

This Nation has harnessed only 18.6 percent of its 107 million kilowatts of 
hydro potential as of January 1, 1952, according to FPC. 

The income-tax study should include taxes paid by corporations and workers 
involved in construction of dams and power facilities, construction of new in- 
dustrial plants, and in payroll and profits of new industrial plants. 

Indications are that these Federal power investments while apparently tax- 
exempt in the first instance can and do have a considerable Federal corporate and 
personal-income-tax impact. This impact is most spectacular for new industries 
which otherwise would not exist but for low-cost power. These are examples of 
new private free enterprise which would not exist but for the foundation of public 
enterprise. 

This income-tax angle is mentioned not because enterprise, public or private, 
should be justified on the test of tax contributions, however, the income-tax 
impact of any Federal appropriation may be a germane test or indicator of 
whether such appropriation is justifiable. 

In the Pacific Northwest such indication is pertinent because the power short- 
age is choking off jobs and general economic activity and this is measured by 
Federal income taxes, 
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For this reason new dams should be started and the Baker-La Grande line 
built. For the same reason the appropriations for the Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration should be kept in balance with the generation program. 


Cacuuma UNIT 


Mr. Jensen. Also a statement from the Santa Barbara County 
Water Agency which will be inserted at this point. 
(The statement is as follows:) 


SANTA BARBARA Counry, CALIF., Prosect, CACHUMA UNIT. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; this statement by the Santa 
Barbara County Water Agency is submitted on behalf of the Cachuma project, 
which is before your committee for an appropriation. The agency wishes to 
report the progress on the project and to support the request for construction 
funds for the fiscal year 1953-54. 

This project received its first appropriation in 1949, and the greater part of it 
is now either completed or in the final stages of construction. 

As you know, the project is designed to furnish a supplemental water supply 
to about 12,000 acres of land already under irrigation and for about 15,000 acres 
of additional land when water become available. The project will also furnish 
a supplemental supply to care for the needs of the city of Santa Barbara, whose 
population now exceeds 45,000 and which is expected eventually to grow to about 
100,000. 

The major features of the project are: 

1. Cachuma Dam, 99 percent complete 

2. Tecolote Tunnel, 85 percent complete 
Goleta conduit, complete 
Sheffield Tunnel, 83 percent complete 
Lauro Dam, complete ° 
' pe Annie Dam, complete 

7. Carpinteria conduit, 47 percent complete 

The appropriation recommended by the Bureau of the Budget for this year is 
$6,510,000, which with the prior year balance of $36,782 will give the Bureau a 
total of $6,546,782 to be spent on finishing Tecolote tunnel and to nearly com- 
plete the three water-distribution systems of the Goleta, Carpinteria, and Sum- 
merland districts, and to complete the south-coast conduit and the remaining two 
regulating reservoirs. 

The funds are to bet spent as follows: 


as 


a | 


~? 
~ 


Tecolote tunnel, continuation of construction____._______-_ apis $1, 625, 571 

South coast conduit, Carpinteria section, continuation of construc- 
aig ae ae a I 595, 6382 
ae regulating reservoirs, continuation of construc TI a sai acitiatieacl 500, 261 
Carpinteria regulating reservoir, continuation of construction___-~~ 193, 218 
Laterals, Goleta system, continuation of construction__.._ ~~ iad. Gog a ae 
Laterals, Carpinteria system, initiation of construction___._.___-_-_.____ 1,117, 165 
Laterals, summerland system, initiation of construction_____._____~ 215, 089 
Operation and maintenance during construction________.__-_____-___ 20, 000 
Subtotal ....-_- sikh ieaihiiameceeaiies oltniahdestbtiihcaninbheneicbeakiaried 6, 655, 085 

Less construction facilities and stores. charged to work and other 
RT TE CU isn daeininricnenntnanwiaianbenh ciara lla atlas 108, 303 
I: I aii ich ctlaptiny tains ietbsbdicetnct itn sstigiitabietananled __ 6,546, 782 


It is to be noted that the lateral systems mentioned are being constructed 
by the Bureau under separate contracts with the Goleta and Carpinteria districts 
where the contracts were approved overwhelmingly by the voters of these districts. 

The project is in partial operation at the present time, as the Tecolote tunnel 
has consistently produced about 3,500,000 gallons per day which has been used 
by the Goleta, Montecito, and Santa Barbara areas. The supply will become 
unreliable this year however, due to cementing operations in lining the tunnel. 

The Cachuma Dam was completed in time to store runoff after last December. 
There was no appreciable runoff this year after that date and the runoff from 
earlier storms which would have created a substantial reservoir had to be 
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bypassed. The preceeding year runoff woutd have filled the dam, had it been 
ready then. 

The agricultural areas are looking forward to completion of the work contem 
plated this year so that they may have relief from the constantly lowering water 
levels which have been increasing pumping costs and threatening the $12,000,000 
annual agricultural production of the area. The city of Santa Barbara reservoir 
is full at the moment, but is totally inadequate to deliver a consistent supply. 

The Bureau of Reclamation had already submitted the figures on costs to you 
and need not be repeated. These figures have also been submitted to the count) 
water agency, and the agency sincerely requests that the amount recommended 
by the Bureau of the Budget be appropriated by the Congress 

Attached hereto is a more detailed summary of the work completed and 
proposed on this project 

CONSTRUCTION STATUS 


Cachuma Dam and Reservoir.—The dam and appurtenant structures are essen 
tially complete. The only work remaining to be accomplished is the installation 
of the spillway gates and spillway guard fences. This work is in progress and 
will be completed about April 30, 1958. On January 15 the reservoir outlet gates 
were closed and since that date the total flow of the river has been impounded 
Runoff was light and storage accumulated amounts to only about 5,000 acre-feet. 

Tecolote tunncl.—Of the total length of 338,557 feet (6.4 miles), 5,633 feet re 
main to be excavated. Excavation is proceeding from the outlet portal with 
average progress of about 20 feet per day. Water in considerable quantities and 
under heavy pressure continues to be encountered at frequent intervals, but by 
grouting ahead of excavation, is being effectively controlled. Placement of con 
crete lining is being carried on from the inlet portal. Of the 14,919 feet ex 
cavated from this portal, SOO feet have been completely lined with concrete and 
2.500 feet have been lined exclusive of the invert. The inlet tower and conduit 
connection to the tunnel have been completed. Water encountered in excavating 
the outlet leg of the tunnel, varying in amount from 2,500 to 4,500 gallons per 
minute, has been furnished to the city of Santa Barbara and the Montecito and 
Goleta County Water Districts, through the Goleta section of the south coast 
conduit, since August 1951. 

Nouth coast conduit, Goleta section.—This feature exclusive of the connections 
to Tecolote tunnel and Lauro Reservoir was essentially completed in July 1951, 
and was immediately placed in service to deliver water developed in Tecolote 
tunnel, to Santa Barbara and the Montecito County Water District. This serv- 
ice was particularly appreciated by the Montecito district, since due to the virtual 
exhaustion of its normal water supply, very stringent water rationing was in effect 
Later, in the fall of 1951, domestic and irrigation water service was extended to 
users in the Goleta County Water District, who were within economical reach 
of the south coast conduit. The construction of the connection between the 
conduit and Lauro Reservoir, with its appurtenant system of valves and controls, 
designated Lauro control works, is in progress and will be completed within the 
next few weeks. The connection to Tecolote tunnel will necessarily be deferred 
until completion of the tunnel lining. 

South coast conduit, Carpinteria section.—This feature, including Sheffield 
tunnel, is about 60 percent complete. Sheffield tunnel, length 6,000 feet, has 
been completely excavated and about 60 percent of the concrete lining has been 
placed. About 40 percent of the pipe conduit, comprising the remaining portion 
of the total length, has been installed. It is contemplated that delivery of Teco- 
lote tunnel water will be extended to the Carpinteria County Water District as 
soon as the conduit is completed. Completion is scheduled for early in fiscal 
vear 1954 

Glen Annie regulating reservoir.—This reservoir was completed in February 
1953. Hereafter, Tecolote tunnel water which for any reason cannot be de- 
livered to users will be stored in this reservoir for later use in the Goleta area. 

Lauro regulating reservoir.—Lauro Reservoir was completed in October 1952. 
Upon completion of the Lauro control works this reservoir Will also be available 
for storage of Tecolote tunnel water, 

Ortega and Carpinteria regulating reservoirs.—The construction of these res- 
ervoirs is combined in a single contract notice to proceed under, which was 
received by the contractor on January 2, 1953. Work has been started on both 
features and will be completed in fiscal year 1954. 
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Laterals, Goleta system,—Contract for construction of the first of four units 
this system was awarded in November 1952, but due to the effects of the 
ke of last fall in the steel industry, the contractor has not yet been able to 

ecure delivery of pipe Delivery has been promised to start about May 1 of 
is scheduled for 


iis year. Invitation for bids for constructing the second unit 
ssuance in March, with the remaining 2 to follow at about 3-month intervals 


mpletion of the entire system is scheduled for about July 1, 1954 

Laterals, Carpinteria system At an election held on February 24, 1958, the 
ectors of the Carpinteria County Water District were authorized to execute 
ntract with the Bureau providing for construction of a lateral distribution 
tem. Invitation for bids for performing the construction will be issued early 


scal year 1954, with completion scheduled for early in fiscal year 1955 
Laterals, Summerland system Negotiations are under way with the Summer- 
dad County Water District on a contract for construction of a lateral dis 
ibution system to serve that district Agreement on the general terms has 
n reached, but the authorizing election has not been held. It is expected that 

xecution will be accomplished in time to permit completion of construction by 

he end of the first quarter of fiscal vear 1955 
A summary cost and progress report covering all features of the project to 


February 28, 1953, is attache 
Yettowram Dam-Bintuincs Lint 


Mr. af NSEN. Also. a statement of the Montana Power (C‘o. on the 
Yellowtail Dam-Billings line, which will be inserted at this point 
(The statement follows:) 


YELLOWTAIL-BILLINGS LINE SERVES NO USEFUL PURP«S! 


Construction of a 44mile, 115,000-volt transmission line from Billings, Mont., 
the site of the proposed Yellowtail Dam is advocated by the Bureau of 
amation, which has requested $715,000 in fiscal year 1954 to initiate the 
ect Total estimated cost of the line and a substation is $1,450,000 


Ree 


The line is unnecessary and wasteful and would serve no useful purpose. The 
equest for funds should be denied. 


FUNDS HAVE BEEN DENIED TWICI 


The Bureau's request for funds to build the Yellowtail-Billings line has been 
rejected twice before by Congress. Despite this fact, the Bueran has continued 
to come back for appropriations, each time increasing the cost of the project 


NO JUSTIFICATION FOR CONSTRUCTION 


The Bureau of Reclamation has failed completely to justify the need for this 
line 

Its only possible excuse would be to supply construction power for Yellowtail 
Dam, but that project has n ot yet been approved for construction, and no funds 
have been provided for its construction. If and when Congress decides Yellow- 
tail Dam should be built, The Montana Power Co. stands ready to fulfill its 
previous offer to construct the necessary line from Billings to furnish construc 
tion power under appropriate agreements and to provide a market for power 
from Yellowtail Dam upon its completion. 

In the past, the Bureau has sought to justify the line by claiming a critical 
power shortage in northern Wyoming and has proposed taking power from 
Montana to serve this Wyoming area. However, there is no support for this 
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claim, and the situation is that power sources in Wyoming are adequate to meet 
the needs of the area. 


POWER REQUIREMENTS IN NORTHERN WYOMING 


The Federal Power Commission has estimated 1950 requirements in the Big 
Horn Basin of northern Wyoming at 22,000 kilowatts and its 1960 requirements 
at 41,000 kilowatts. 

At the present time, the Big Horn Basin has 31,524 kilowatts of installed ca 
pacity, including 27,200 kilowatts in Federal powerplants and the rest in small 
hydroelectric, steam, and internal-combustion plants owned and operated by 
private utilities and municipalities. 

The Bureau's Alecova powerplant is scheduled for completion in 1954, adding 
36,000 kilowatts of capacity in the area. This will bring installed capacity to 
67,524 kilowatts—enough to more than meet the area’s estimated requirements 
in 1960. 

EXISTING TRANSMISSION LINES SERVE AREA 


The bureau now has transmission lines serving northern Wyoming and inter 
connecting existing powerplants in the area. 

Facilities thus are immediately availabic to carry power to the Wyoming 
areas that need it, and the construction of the Yellowtail-Billings line is not 
needed to help that situation. 


BUREAU HAS NO FEASIBLE POWER SUPPLY IN MONTANA 


The Bureau has made no effort to secure power for transmission into Wyoming 
to support its claim for utilization of the Yellowtail-Billings line. It has not 
at any time negotiated with the Montana Power Co. for the purchase of power 
at Billings or for wheeling federally produced power from Fort Peck project. 

Beyond an informal inquiry 2 vears ago as to whether the Montana Power 
Co. would have power to sell at Billings, the Bureau has never contacted the 
company with a specific request for power and has never discussed with the 
company the amount of power it would require, the conditions of delivery, or 
the st of such power 

Transmission of power from Fort Peck to Wyoming would be highly uneco 
nor It is more than 485 miles from Fort Peck to Billings via existing trans 
mission lines of the Government and the company, and Billings is 194 miles from 
Ther lis, Wyo., making a total transmission distance of approximately 
680 miles. 


\ 


requirements of its 
ompany has the 
ustome! 1 adequate supply of power for present 


yr rie eds, 


y on the « ipany’s system totals 526,000 kilowatts, including 410,000 
of hydroelectric power, 66,000 kilowatts of steam generation, and 
50,000 kilowatts of power available under a firm-purchase contract with the 
Bonneville Power Administration 
During the period November 17, 1952, to January 13, 1953, the Montana Power 
Co. transmitted westward an average of more than 85,000 kilowatts of surplus 
power to alleviate a critical shortage in the Pacific Northwest. The company also 
provided surplus power to that area for a considerable time before the acute 
shortage and for a brief time afterward. These deliveries were made over existing 
transmission lines at the request of the Defense Electric Power Administration. 
There is reason to believe that power shortages will continue to affect the 
Pacific Northwest for several years and that the Montana Power Co. may be 
required to continue the delivery of its surplus power to that area. 


YELLOWTAIL-BILLINGS APPROPRIATION SHOULD BE DENIED 


Because of the foregoing facts, the Yellowtail-Billings line is unnecessary and 
should not be built. It can serve no useful purpose at this time because— 

First, unless and until Yellowtail Dam is allowed construction funds, there is 
no need for a line to the site. 
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Second, existing sources of power supply in Wyoming are adequate to meet the 
requirements in the Big Horn Basin. 

Third, the Bureau has made no arrangements for power to be carried over the 
proposed line. 

Construction of the line would be a waste of taxpayers’ money and would waste 
materials now in short supply. 

In the light of these facts, the Montana Power Co. respectfully urges that the 
appropriation requested for construction of the Yellowtail-Billings line be denied. 


CONGRESSIONAL RESTRICTIONS ON TRANSMISSION LINES SHOULD Be CONTINUED 


For the past 2 years Congress has adopted a policy of restricting construction 
of Federal transmission lines in cases where existing facilities are available under 
power-transmission (wheeling) contracts. This restriction has been identified as 
the Keating amendment to appropriation legislation. 

This policy, which has prevented the wasteful construction of Federal facilities 
which would have duplicated existing and adequate transmission lines, is eco- 
nomically sound. It has saved large amounts of tax money; it has enabled the 
Federal Government to transmit power at lower costs than would have been pos- 
sible had the Government built, operated, and maintained its own lines, and it 
has enabled customers of the Government to obtain power at low cost without 
waiting for the construction of Federal lines. 

In the interests of economy and sound management, the Keating amendment 
restriction should be retained in Interior Department appropriation legislation 


Anaska Roaps 


Mr. Jensen. Also, a statement of the Cordova Chamber of Com 
merce on the Alaska roads, which will be inserted at this point. 
(The statement is as follows:) 


A BRIEF ON THE Copper River HIGHWAY 
The economy of Alaska depends on its ability to support itself not 6 months 


of the year or on a seasonal basis but for the year-around employment of its wage 
earners. To bring this about, industries must be encouraged that are workable 


throughout the entire year—mining, oil development, forest products, and the 
byproducts of coal 

Hydroelectric power, which is the backbone of any country, must be con 
idered. The large hydroelectric power site that originates in Alaska proper, 
and of which the United States has full control, is located in this region. Power 


can be produced for from 2 to 4 mills per kilowatt at a site situated at Woods 
Canyon only 120 miles up the Copper River Valley from Cordova 

To substantiate the argument as to favorable climate: The Kennicott Mines 
and Copper River and Northwestern Railway operated for many years the year 
around. The mining interests years ago selected the Copper River Valley as the 
logical location for the most feasible railroad from their mines to the Cordova 


seaport, a distance of 220 miles. In the years they operated, approximately 32 
times the purchase price of Alaska was removed from their holdings alone and 
shipped to the United States for marketing—over $225 million i oprer alone 
was processed. Copper still exists in this region, and many more millions of 
tons are waiting to be marketed. Copper, one of our most critical minerals in 


wartime as well as peacetime lies dormant—all because access to these flelds 
has not been made available. 

The question may come uppermost in your mind: Why did they cease opera- 
tions? Several logical reasons can be given. First, the value of copper in 1938 
dropped below a feasible operational cost plus. Second, the embargo on foreign 
copper was removed, making it possible to mine other places more economically 
and on a paying basis. Also, the process of rehabilitating the railroad and 
mining equipment was entering into an expenditure of a sizable sum. 

Coal and oil, which to all indications are in abundance only a short distance 
up the Cepper River and which will be exploited in 1953 by major companies, will 
necessitate a means of transportation. The 1953-54 appropriation asked for by 
the Alaska Roads Commission in their budget will construct this road to a point 
where feeder roads may be economically built to both the coal and oil fields. This 


Or 


proposed 27 miles of continuation of road under construction must be constructed 
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before a connection by road can be made between this all-vear seaport to said 
fields. There is no way around the problem. Also, this 27 miles constitutes many 
bridges and is the crossing of the Copper River Delta. There are several larg: 
steel railroad bridges that will be put into service again, cutting the cost down 
tremendously In explanation, this highway is using the old present existing 
railway richt-of-way and all serviceable bridges 

It is very plain to see that discontinuation even for 1 year of this road con 
struction means possibly many years’ setback in development of Alaska. In 
dustry has indicated that the development of Alaska is feasible. Should we 
put a stumbling block in their way? Also, as another item, the sooner these 
steel bridges are reconditioned and undermining of the approaches is stopped, 
the more salvageable value remains. Three large steel bridges at a replaceable 
cost of this asked-for appropriation alone are in danger of destruction. The ques 
tion is: 2% million now or 5 million next year? Where does the economy exist? 
One bridge further up the road went out last year. Who knows what a high 
flood condition will do this next vear ii the danger is not removed by strengthen 
ing their footings 

In case of a demand for hydroelectric power in the near future, this 27-mile 
asked-for continuation of the road would be, from the standpoint of economy, 
the greatest obstacle overcome in the 131-mile overall road from Cordova to 
Chitina, where connection to the Alaska road system would be made. The rest 
could be constructed very economically Also, the renowed Million Dollar 
Bridge would be made accessible in this continuation of 27 miles. This bridge 
alone cost the railroad $14 million in 1910. To build this same bridge today 
the estimated cost would be befween $2 million and S83 million Bridges like these 
are money in our national bank ii taken advantage of 

The most logical route to the interior of Alaska connected with the finest 
hs arbor in Alaska, a water grade of only 1,000 feet elevation in the overall length 
of 250 miles, makes sense, does it not? Especially when at the present-day costs 
this road, by utilizing the existing railroad bed and steel bridges, can be built 
for one-fourth the cost of a new road and for one-half the cost of the original 
construction between 1909 and 1912 of $22 million. A few million spent here will 
igain open up the richest potential mineral belt on the North American Continent, 
which has produced $257 million in ore and 154,000 barrels of oil. The only 
commercialized oilfields in Alaska remain in this area, both the coal and oil 
of the highest test, and comparable in grade to Pennsylvania’s products. 

For several years 70 percent of Alaska’s total revenue came out of this district 
and up to the present time 65 percent of the total mineral wealth of Alaska has 
passed through the portals of Cordova from this fabulously rich area of 250 
square miles. Many mniles of unexplored territory still remain, which this road, 
in conjunction with feeder roads, will develop. 

From the above it is easily seen that construction of this road will be an 
investment rather than a contribution, and that all funds so invested will soon 
find their way back to the Territorial and Federal Treasuries. 


Turspay, Marcn 17, 1953. 


Fisu AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


CRAB ORCHARD INDUSTRIAL UNIT 
WITNESS 


HON. C. W. BISHOP, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. 

We are pleased to have before the committee our colleague, Con- 
gressman Bishop, of Illinois, who is interested in the bird refuge 
known as the Crab Orchard Industrial Unit. There is an item of 

319,600 in the budget for this project. 

Mr. Bishop, we would be very pleased to have you tell us about the 
Crab Orchard project and why you feel the Congress should appro- 
priate $319,600 to carry on the activities of this project. 
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Mr. Bisuor. I will be glad to do that, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, the Crab Orchard project returns to the Government 
more than $250,000 per annum, which is paid in rental for facilities 
that are offered by the Government through the Crab Orchard proj- 
ect. These facilities are known as Ordill. That is the name of the 
post office at the place which, during World War II, was a bomb 
loading plant, and apt facilities are being rented to private industries 
which, up to now, are employing more than 3,500 people and repaying 
to the Government, as I have stated, more than $250,000, 

Mr. Jensen. Per annum 4 

Mr. Bisnor. Per annum. One month’s idleness for the 3,500 people 
would cost the taxpayers of this country in unemployment pay thou- 
sands of dollars more than this ap propr iation for this project. We in 
that area know how worthy the project is, and are working hard to 
enlarge it, because we know that one of these days, with the addition of 
a few more private industries, it will repay more than the $319,000 
which we are asking for today. 

Mr. Jensen. Pay back to the Government, you mean ? 

Mr. Bisnor. Yes: pay back to the Government. And the 3,500 and 
more people working out there will pay much more than that in taxes. 

Mr. Jensen. Does that conclude your statement, Mr. Bishop? 

Mr. Bisnor, On this; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. So you feel that the Congress would be fully justified 
in making this appropriation for the Crab Orchard project ? 

Mr. Bisxor. I do. 

Mr. Jensen. The committee will look into it, and you may be sure 
we will give your request every consideration. 

Mr. Bisnor, Thank you. 


Turspay, Marcu 31, 1953. 
SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 
WITNESSES 


HARLLEE BRANCH, JR., PRESIDENT, GEORGIA POWER CO. 

HON. LAURIE C. BATTLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ALABAMA 

HON. S. A. HERLONG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF FLORIDA 

T. W. MARTIN, CHAIRMAN OF BOARD, ALABAMA POWER CO. 

J. F. CRIST, PRESIDENT, GULF POWER CO. 

W. J. CLAPP, PRESIDENT, FLORIDA POWER CORP. 

ROBERT H. FITE, VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER, 
FLORIDA LIGHT & POWER CO. 

WILLIAM M. WILLIAMS, JR., COUNSEL, SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC 
& GAS CO. 

M. C. SMITH, VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER, VIRGINIA 
ELECTRIC POWER CO. 

L. V. SUTTON, PRESIDENT, CAROLINA POWER & LIGHT CO. 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have before the committee this 
morning Mr. Harllee Branch, Jr., president of the Georgia Power Co., 
along with many other gentlemen from that area who are interested in 
the power matter. 
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We are also pleased to have with us some of our colleagues in the 
House. Judge Davis was here. 

Mr. Brancu. He had to Jeave to attend to some other matters. He 
very kindly came here with us to introduce us to the committee. 

Mr. Jensen. At the outset I think it would be well to inform you 
gentlemen th: at the revised budget has deleted everything in construc- 
tion except $200,000 for planning. Hence, there will be no particular 
need for testify’ ing in regard to construction other than that $200,000 
item. 

Mr. Branch, you may proceed. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Mr. Brancu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I sup- 
pose we should identify ourselves for the record. 

I am Harllee Branch, Jr., president of the Georgia Power Co. I 
was born in Atlanta, Ga., and have lived there all my life. 

With me this morning, also representing the Georgia Power Co., is 
Charles A. Collier, vice president of our company in charge of sales. 
He is one of the gentlemen who handled our negotiations with the 
Interior Department and the Southeastern Power Administration 
from the beginning. He is also a native of Atlanta. 

I would like to ask the permission of the committee, if I may, to file 
a somewhat detailed written statement covering the.position of our 
company. I should say that this statement contains a definite draft 
of contract which was negotiated on the basis of a proposal made by 
the Georgia Power Co. and its affiliated companies of the Southern 
Co. group for the distribution of power from Federal reservoir proj- 
ects to customers. It also contains an exchange of correspondence 
which I think will be of interest and value to the committee in its 
deliberations. 

It also contains a detailed account of the long, arduous, and I 
might say sometimes frustrating course of negotiations we have had 
with the Interior Department and the Southeastern Power Adminis- 
tration since March 1950. 

Since the details are in the written statement, if the committee will 
permit me to file that, with the maps attached, I will be able to touch 
the highlights. 

Mr. JENSEN. I am sure the committee will not object to having the 
written statement in the record; but, so far as the map is concerned, 
I might tell you that to reproduce maps like this in the hearings is a 
terribly expensive thing, and the maps will not be included in the 
hearings. 

Mr. Brancu. We are here for the purpose of saving some Federal 
money, and we certainly do not insist. If I may be permitted to do 
so, I will during the day or tomorrow furnish copies of the written 
statement and the maps to the members of the committee, and we will 
omit that from our proffer for the record. 

Mr. JensEN. This is a longer statement than we generally permit 
to go into the record; but, because of the fact that this statement 
carries through the negotiations which you folks have entered into for 
so many years, I think it is right and proper that it should go in the 

record. Without objection, the statement will go in the rec ord, but the 
maps will not. 
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(The statement above referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HARLLEE BRANCH, JR., PRESIDENT, GEORGIA Power Co. 


On August 3, 1948, the Georgia Power Co. executed a contract with the Depart- 
ment of the Interior for the purchase, at the project, of all capacity and energy 
venerated at the Allatoona Reservoir project (in northwest Georgia) other than 
that required to operate the project. The contract was negotiated with the 
Power Division of the Department of the Interior in accordance with the pro 

isions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, under which the Secretary 
of the Interior markets the surplus power produced at reservoir projects con- 
structed by the Corps of United States Army Engineers. 

During the negotiation of the Allatoona contract frequent reference was made 
to the Clark Hill Reservoir project which was then in the early stages of con 
struction. It was considered probable that the Allatoona contract might serve 
is a general guide for future contracts covering Federal reservoir power avail- 
able for distribution in the service areas of the Georgia Power Co. and the other 
companies comprising the Southern Co. group, including Alabama Power Co., 
Gulf Power Co. and Mississippi Power Co. 

On March 21, 1950 the Secretary of the Interior signed an order establishing 
the Southeastern Power Administration as a regional agency to market the 
surplus electric power and energy generated at Federal reservoir projects under 
the control of the Department of the Army in the Southeastern States. 

On March 24, 1950, 3 days after the creation of SEPA, the Georgia Power 
Co. submitted in writing to the newly appointed Administrator a broad plan 
for the integration and distribution of any power and capacity that might be 
available from the Clark Hill, Buford, and Jim Woodruff Reservoir projects and 
any subsequent Government reservoir power projects in the service areas of 
the four companies comprising the Southern Co. group. It was suggested that, 
if desired, the Allatoona contract could also be included in the plan. 

The plan of March 24, 1950, provided for (a) the purchase at the reservoir 
projects of all the power available for distribution to preference customers in 
the service areas of the companies at rates for the various types of capacity 
and energy to be mutually agreed upon between the companies and the Gov- 
ernment; (6) the integration of this power into the interconnected systems of 
the four companies, thereby increasing the amount of firm power to be made 
available to the preference customers, and (c) the delivery of all of the available 
firm power, as thus increased by integration, to preference customers as specified 
in section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, at rates representing the average 
cost paid for this power by the companies at the projects, plus a percentage, 
to be negotiated, which would cover line losses and handling costs. Provision 
was made in the proposal for the Government to withdraw blocks of power and 
capacity from time to time for sale to preference customers who might desire 
to purchase power directly from the Federal Government. The companies were 
willing to enter into this nonprofit arrangement only in order to preserve his- 
torical customer relationships with the preference customers in their terri 
tories, and in order to preserve the integrity of their operations. 

Due to the time required to establish and staff a headquarters office, it was 
not until August 14, 1950, that it was possible to arrange a conference with the 
SEPA Administrator to discuss the plan of March 24, 1950. At this conference 
it developed that the only basic difference between the Administrator and the 
companies was whether the preference customers would continue to be cus- 
tomers of the companies or would have to become customers of the Government 
in order to secure the benefits of Federal reservoir power. 

Under date of September 8, 1950, the SEPA Administrator formally rejected 
the companies’ proposal and submitted a counterproposal which would have re- 
quired the companies to “wheel” and firm power for the account of the Govern- 
ment and would have necessitated the preference customers, long served by the 
companies, becoming customers of the Federal Government. Following an ex- 
change of letters with reference to the interpretation of section 5 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944, a conference was held with the Administrator and his staff 
During this conference, the Administrator announced that he would not enter 
into any contract which did not provide for the companies giving up the so 
called preference customers as their customers and “wheeling” power to them 
for the account of the Government. 

At the conclusion of the conference it was agreed that the companies would 
prepare a draft of contract reconciling, as far as possible, their plan and the 
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Administrator’s counterproposal, This was done and the draft was submitted 
o the Administrator on February 22, 1951 It was promptly rejected by the 
Administrator. 

By this time it had become evident that further negotiations with the Ad 
ministrator would be fruitless unless the companies were willing to surrende 
heir omers to him \ high-level policy decision as to whether the prefer 
ence customers would be required to become customers of the Government ox: 
whether they could remain customers of the companies was necessary. Accord 
ingly, the question was placed before the Secretary of the Interior 

At that time, the Secretary stated that he saw no reason why the preferenc 
customers could not remain customers of the companies provided they received 
all of the benefits to which they were entitled under section 5 of the Flood Con 

Act of 1944 In line with that view, he had the negotiations transferred to 
Washington and designated an official of the Division of Water and Power 
negotiate a contract with the companies. The first conference with this oflicia 
was held on April 27, 1951. The companies were then informed that the Interio 
Department wished to limit the negotiations to power allocated to the State 
of Georgia from the Clark Hill project. This limitation was agreed to, and there- 

fter a series of negotiating conferences were held between the Division of Water 
and Power and the Georgia Power Co. Those discussions resulted in a definitive 
draft of contract dated September 11, 1951. 

Che definitive draft of contract was prepared on the basis that one-half of the 
capacity and energy of the Clark Hill project would be assigned to the State 
of Georgia and that the Georgia Power Co. would pay for this power an amount 
sufficient to meet one-half of the operating costs, and amortize one-half of the 
power investment in the project over a period of 50 years. Rates were agreed 

pon Which would serve these purposes and not produce any profit to the com 

pany, it being the desire of the company to retain its historical customer rela 

tionships and territorial integrity rather than to make a monetary profit on 
contract 

the negotiations the Assistant Secretary of the Interior, who directly 

the work of the Division of Water and Power, suggested that an 

ent be made under which the preference customers, in addition to their 

with the company, should enter into a contract with the 

Government before they would be eligible to receive any Clark Hill 

r. This suggestion was accepted by the company, and the definitive draft of 
ontract contains a] ision to that effect 

The tinitive draf f co act Was submitted to the Secretary of the Interior 

It was also referred to the SEPA Administrator, 


nd representatives of the company met with him on October 26, 1951, to discuss 
At that time, the Administrator stated again that he would not be a party 

any contract which not provide for the company’s making its transmission 
nd other facilities available to the Federal Government on an “exchange fee” 
is to serve customers who would cease to be customers of the company and 
become customers of the Government In other words, it was his insistence 
at the company should permit its facilities to be used by the Federal Govern- 


fora “raid” on the company’s customers 
hen this attitude was reported to the Secretary of the Interior, he referred 
er to the Under Secretary for further investigation. Shortly thereafter 
conference was held with the Under Secretary which was attended by repre- 
tives of SEPA, the Division of Water and Power, and representatives of the 
Georgia Power Co. and the Southern Co. At this conference the September 11, 
1951, draft of contract was again discussed in detail. It was conceded by those 
present that the cost of power to the preference customers under this draft of 
ontract would be lower than could be obtained under a socalled “wheeling” 
exchange contract insisted upon by the SEPA Administrator. As a matter of 
t, the then Acting Administrator who is presently Administrator, stated that 
iis opinion that the power rates under the definitive draft of contract woyld 
tom wie the possibility of any preference customer ever being 
taking service directly from the Federal Government. In other 
‘incipal objection to the contract seemed to be that the rates to 
ustomers were so low that the Government would not be able to 
» building of transmission lines in the company’s service area to serve 

eference customers direct 
1e |} 2 ond conference was held with the Under Secretary and 
understanding that, following this conference and after further ex 
Lepartment of the Interior, he recommended to the 
ber 11, 1951, draft of contract be approved 





Several efforts were then made to meet with Secretary Chapman so as to 
complete the contract, but nothing was heard from him until January 5, 1953, 
when a letter dated January 2, 1958, was received from the Secretary stating that 
he contract was not acceptable and outlining his objections to it. A reply was 
nade to this letter under date of Jannary 10, 1953, which answered each of his 
objections and requested an opportunity to discuss the contract with him, No 
further communication of any nature was received by the company from Mr 
Chapman or any of his associates. Copies of this exchange of letters follow: 

JANUARY 2, 1953 
Mr. C. B. MCMANUS, 
President, The Southern Co.., 
William-Oliver Building, 
itlanta, Ga. 


My Drar Mr. MCMANUS: This is in response to your letter of November 26, 
1952, in which you ask “whether or not the Interior Department is going to 
continue to insist that preference customers (both existing and future) be cus 
tomers of the Government.” 

My answer to the question is that public bodies and cooperatives purchasing 
Government power are the Government’s customers. If they purchase power 
from the Georgia Power Co., then they are the company’s customers. The choice 
lies with these purchasers. We cannot contract away their right to deal either 
with the Government or with the company. 

The Department of the Interior must, of course, continue to insist upon com 
pliance with the provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 Any 
contract that diminished the rights of preference customers and of power con 
sumers generally under that act would be of highly doubtful validity Kven if 
no question of its legality were involved, such a contract would directly conflict 
with policies repeatedly declared by Congress which are binding upon this 
Department. 

Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 designates the Sec retary of the 
Interior as the agent of the United States to dispose of all power and energy: 
venerated at Army projects, except such insignificant amounts as are necessary 


for the operation of the projects themselves. This law provides standards for 
the disposition of power, including the requirements that the power shall be 
disposed of in such a manner as to encourage the most widespread use thereof 
at the lowest possible rates to consumers consistent with sound business prir 
ciples; also that, in the sale of power, preference shall be given to publie bodies 
and cooperatives. The law makes no distinction between existing and future 


public bodies and cooperatives. 

You have proposed a contract wherein you suggest that all the power from the 
Clark Hill project, which may be made available in your service area, should 
be sold to the Georgia Power Co. at the bus bar. You propose to give the Govern 
ment the right to designate certain preference customers to be recipients of 
blocks of power, to the extent of one-half of the capacity sold to you (i. e., one 
half of 140,000 kilowatts), to be delivered to them by the company as its cus 
tomers. The rates you would charge these customers for such blocks of power 
would be the cost of the power to you at the bus bar plus a percentage markup 
Should the power requirements of these preference customers be in excess of the 
:mounts designated to be delivered to them, then they may purchase additional 
blocks of power from your company at your established rates. Your proposed 
contract, as well as the contracts between vou and the preference customers 
would be subject to approval by the Public Service Commission of the State of 
Georgia. 

Permit me to point out why your proposed contract is not compatible wit! 
the prov ision of law stated above. 

1. Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 contemplates that the sales of 
power shall be made by the Secretary to the various customers directly, giving 
preference to public bodies and cooperatives. When section 5 was debated 
hefore the Senate, Senator Bailey of North Carolina introduced an amendm 
which would require the Secretary of the Interior to dispose of the power at thx 
bus bar. This would have meant to dispose of the power to such customers as 
would be in a position to construct transmission facilities to the various projects 
As a practical matter, it would have meant to sell substantially all of the powe1 
to the private power companies. This amendment was defeated, and section 
was enacted, contemplating direct sales to the various customers by the trans 
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ilission of power from the projects to such customers, either through existing 
facilities, or through the acquisition or construction of transmission lines and 
related facilities. Subsequently, various bills were introduced which would have 
had the same effect as the Bailey amendment, but none of them was enacted 


into law. 
» 


2. The provision to give preference in the sale of power to public bodies and 
cooperatives contemplates that there shall be a seller—the Secretary of the 
Interior, a buyer—the preference customer, and a consideration flowing from 
the buyer to the seller. Your contract would in effect mean that the Georgia 
Power Co. should be preferred to all other customers to the extent of 140,000 
kilowatts or one-half of the total capacity of the project, the consideration being 
that you would give a preference or an economic advantage to the public bodies 
and cooperatives. 

3. To give a preference in the sale of power to public bodies and cooperatives 
on a businesslike basis means, of course, that the power from the project would 
be sold in such quantities and upon such terms and conditions that we would 
meet the requirements of the customers, not only as of the time of the sale but 
also to meet their growing needs. Under your proposal, once the blocks of 
power for the various public bodies and cooperatives are determined, there would 
be no way of supplying the growing needs of these customers. They would have 
to depend upon purchasing power from you at your established rates. 

4. AS in the case of all contracts entered into by public utilities for the sale 
of power, the contract and the rates are subject to approval by the Public Service 
Commission of the State of Georgia. While the Federal Government is not bound 
by the regulations of the State commission, nevertheless, the Georgia Power 
(Co. would be subject to such regulation. This means that the Commission may 
make periormance of such contract by the Georgia Power Co. impossible, and 
the United States would then find itself with large blocks of power on its hands, 
but without ability to transmit and dispose of the same to the preference cus- 
tomers. 

5. It cannot be too strongly emphasized that the Secretary of the Interior, 
not the Georgia Power Co., is charged with the responsibility of giving preference 
in the sale of power to public bodies and cooperatives. He cannot delegate this 
function to a private power company. 

6. In order to effectuate the principles embodied in section 5 of the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1944 and in analogous provisions of other statutes under which we 
operate, I have promulgated a set of standards or requirements for entering into 
contracts with private power companies for the wheeling of Government power 
over their transmission lines. 

(a) The first requirement is that the policies embodied in the law must be 
followed. As I have shown above, the contract proposed by you would be in 
derogation of the policies embodied in the law. 

(b) The second requirement is that transmission facilities which interconnect 
the Government’s source of supply with each other and with load centers should 
generally be owned and controlled by the Government. There is no compelling 
reason why the sale of power in Georgia should constitute an exception to the 
general rule. By your contract you merely urge that the Government should sell 
the power at the bus bar and should be blocked from disposition of power at 
points other than the project itself. 

(c) The third requirement is that the power programs of the Department 
should be developed consistently with the law and with the view toward utilizing 
existing non-Federal-owned transmission capacity under arrangements satis- 
factory to the Government. Under your contract, the Government would not 
be utilizing the transmission capacity of the Georgia Power Co. That trans- 
mission capacity would be utilized by the company itself to serve its own 
customers, 

(d) The fourth requirement lists a number of standards which must be com- 
plied with to assure satisfactory arrangements for the use of existing non-Fed- 

eral-owned transmission capacity. These are as follows: 


(i) There must be an assurance to the Government’s customers of the same 
opportunity to develop and serve increased loads, and the same right to 
contract directly with the Government as they would have if the Government 
built its own facilities. Under your proposed contract these assurances 
would be lacking, since your company would control the source of supply. 

(ii) The arrangements must safeguard fully the rights of preference 
customers. By entering into the contract proposed by you, we would not 
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be in a position to safeguard their rights. On the contrary, there would be 
a discrimination between existing and future preference customers, as also 
discrimination as between existing customers on the basis of their growth in 
load. 

(iii) The arrangements must avoid monopolization of power which would 
result from the sale thereof at the bus bar or otherwise. Your contract con- 
templates the sale of Clark Hill power at the bus bar. 

(iv) Any contract for the wheeling of Government power should contem- 
plate methods of supplying power to the Government’s customers equally or 
more advantageous, as compared with the condition which would obtain if 
the Government constructed separate transmission facilities. Obviously, 
your contract would not provide methods of supplying power which would 
be equally or more advantageous to the preference customers. 

(v) Reasonable compensation should be paid for the use of transmission 
facilities of others, but in no event greater than the cost to the Government 
of its own transmission capacity. The wheeling costs (the percentage 
markup plus the other advantages which the Georgia Power Co. would derive 
from such a contract, but which are not spelled out therein) may far exceed 
either of these standards. 

(vi) Wheeling contracts should provide, wherever practicable, for the 
exchange of power upon reasonable terms for the firming up of the power 
supply of both the Government and the utility, for economical operation, 
and for emergency breakdown relief. Under the proposed contract there 
would be no room for cooperation to the mutual advantage of both the 
company and the Government in this regard. 

(vii) Finally, any contract for the wheeling of power entered into should 
provide for cancellation of arrangements upon reasonable terms. In essence, 
your proposed contract does not make such provision, because under the 
arrangement proposed, the Government must remain bound to the Georgia 
Power Co., else be without customers in the area. 


In view of the above, I hope you will realize that the Department cannot, 
consistenly with its obligations under section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, 
enter into any contract like the one you have proposed. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oscar L, CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


JANUARY 10, 1953. 
Hon, Oscag L, CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear SECRETARY: Mr. McManus has given me your letter of January 2, 
1953, and suggested that I reply to it. 

Your letter not only misconstrues our proposal regarding Clark Hill power, 
but implies a policy of governmental participation in the electric utility business 
which the Congress never intended and which I do not believe the general public 
will approve. 

You say, in effect, that Federal policy requires that the Department of Interior 
assume public utility responsibility with respect to the class of electric con- 
sumers known as “preference customers.”’ These consumers, you assert must 
be the customers directly of the Federal Government. 

You further assert that your Department has responsibility for supplying the 
requirements of these customers “not Only as of the time of the sale (of power 
from a particular Government plant), but also their growing needs. You fur 
ther state that your Department has an obligation to assure these customers of 
the “opportunity to develop and serve increased loads” and that transmission 
facilities between your plants and load centers “should generally be owned 
and controlled by the Government,” the only exception apparently being where 
a private utility is willing to wheel power for the Government’s account under 
a form of contract devised by your Department which requires, in every instance, 
that the preference customer become a customer of the Federal Government. 
You take the position that your Department is obligated in the above respects 
to future as well as existing customers of this class. 

You are bound to know that the assumption of the foregoing functions will-put 
the Federal Government fully and completely into the public utility business. 
You cannot obligate the Government to supply the total and unlimited power 
requirements of an indefinite number of customers unless you intend to expand 
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the Government’s generating and transmission facilities to whatever extent the 
growing needs of these customers may demand, including inevitably the con 
struction of steam electric-generating plants to supplement water-power sources 

Therefore, regardless of language. what you have said in your letter is that 
the Federal Government, through the policies of your Department, is now em 
barked on a policy of nationalization of that part of the electric-power industry 
serving this particular class of our citizens, notwithstanding their electric-power 
requirements are being fully supplied by a private utility at reasonable rates 
I think the members of Congress and our citizens generally will be shocked by 
this declaration 

Certainly the Congress never directed or authorized any such policy as that 
set forth in vour lette In enacting the Flood Control Act of 1944, and related 
legislation, the Congress plainly limited the role which the Department of In 
terior was to play in disposing of electric power generated at Federal projects 
hese statutes authorize your Department to dispose only of electric power which 
s incidentally produced at Federal projects constructed for purposes of navi 
gation, national defense, and other constitutional Federal purposes. These 
statutes do not authorize or obligate your Department to enter upon a program 
of generating and supplying the present and future power needs of any class or 

lasses of utility customers 

We suggest, in all sincerity, that the onlv real stumbling block in our negoti 
itions during the past several vears regarding Clark Hill power has been this 
misconception of congressional policy, and we are sure we can demonstrate to 
inv fair-minded person that our proposal meets and fulfills all the purposes and 
policies which the Congress has, in fact, adopted. Here again, in brief, is what 
the company has proposed : 

The company will supply, at its sole risk and expense, and at no cost to the 
taxpayers, all necessary transmission and distribution facilities to deliver all 
firm marketable power from the Clark Hill project to preference customers any- 
where in its service area, regardless of distances from the project. The ceom 
pany will also interconnect the Government’s power plant with its own generat- 
ing stations, thereby greatly increasing the usefulness of the project and its firm 
power cabacitvy—again at the company’s sole risk and expense and at no cost 

the taxpayer. The full benefit of this increase in firm capacity will be passed 
on to the preference customers The company will buv and take into its svstem, 

t the Government's plant. all power which vou have indicated will be allocated 
to Georgia and will deliver to preference customers in our State energy, less 
osses, equivalent to the full firm marketable power available from the plant, not 
ust a part of such power as vou imply in your letter. The company will pay 
the Government for this power whatever price the Interior Department and 
Federal Power Commission may specify and~witt charge the preference cus 
tomers the same price plus only the “bare bones” cost of transmitting the firm 
power to them. This transmission cost will be only approximately one-fourth 
mill ner kilowatt-hour. We are informed that this is considerably cheaper 
than any other electric utility has ever offered to transmit Government-generated 
power to preference customers. Under our proposal, the Government would re 
tain full and final control over this firm marketable power at all times and would 
designate the preference customers who are to receive the power and the quantity 
to he supplied to each of them. The Government also would have the right to 

thdraw any or all of the power at any time for its own use or to supply service 
over its own facilities to any preference customers who might request such serv- 
ice, The company also agrees to supply all present and future power deficiencies 
of the preference customers from its own sources at the lowest price available 
under its published rate schedules 

Our proposal has been fully examined and reexamined hy the House and 
Senate committees in charge of appropriations for your Department. At the 
Senate hearing on your budget request in May 1952, Senator Cordon expressed 
the opninion that our proposal “would answer the requirements of the law,” 
referring to section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, to.which vou refer in 
vour letter. Again last vear, when vour 1958 budget was being debated on the 
floor of the Senate, Senator George referred to our proposal as one “which will 
comply with all requirements,” and Senator Hayden concurred in this view, stat- 
ing: “TIT am certain it would comply with the law. as it is of the type of bus 
bar contract heretofore made.” All of these rentlemen were thoroughly familiar 
with the requirements of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, having 
participated in its enactment. All of them were also familiar with our proposal. 
Your interpretation of the law and of congressional policy is therefore directly 
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conflict with the views of these distinguished gentlemen. It is strange that 
he only persons who have ever questioned the conformity of our proposal with 
ongressional policy have been, not Members of Congress, but persons in your 
Department. You are aware, of course, of the fact that your Department has 
heretofore executed contracts for the sale of power from Government projects 
ich do not contain the provisions set forth in your letter as being mandatory) 
nder Federal policy. 
Neither in your letter, nor in our long negotiations with your Department 
is it been denied that our proposal will get power to the preference customers 
r State more cheaply than under any other plan yet devised by anyone in 
out of Government. Indeed, one of your top officials recently conceded that 
the rates at which power would be made available to these customers under our 
proposal are as low as even the most ardent Government power advocate might 
ope for. Another one of your officials—incidentally one who has been most 
ctive in opposing our proposal—stated that in his view the rates under out 
proposal would be so low as to preclude the possibility of any preference cus 
tomer ever being able to justify asking for service directly from the Federal 
Government. This was, strangely enough, his major objection to the proposal 
y that, if adopted, it would make the direct sale of power by the Federal 
Government unattractive to preference customers in our State. This is the 
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st time, to our knowledge, that the proposal of a private electric utility has 
heen condemned by Federal officials because it produces too low rates for powell 
Phere is a strong inference from your letter that our company will deliver 
to the preference customers only one-half of the firm power which is sold to 
ie company from the generating plant Such is simply not the fact (mn the 
ontrary, the company agrees to deliver all such power—not half of it—to the 
preference customers, less only transmission and transformation losses 
You take exception to the fact that our proposal is made subject to the 
approval of the Georgia Public Service Commission. You suggest that the State 
ommission might force a termination of the contract at some later date, leaving 
r Department with power on its hands. In the first place, this clause was 
inserted in our contract draft following lengthy negotiations with your Divisior 
of Power. It expressly provides that the contract shall not go into effect or be 
binding on the Government until and unless approved by the State commission 


in form and substance satisfactory to the Government.” Your fear is, there 
fore, groundless for surely you do not mean to imply that our State Commission, 
having once approved the contract, would (if it lawfully could) be guilty of such 
bad faith as to thereafter render its performance impossible As you know 


uur company has a contract with your Department covering the power output of 
the Allatoona project. It has been in effect since 1948 Our State commission 
has the same power over that contract as it would over this one, but apparently 
no one in your Department has seriously considered that to be a ground for 
WOrT) We would also point out that whatever power our State commission 
might have over this contract it also would have over what you have designated 
isa “wheeling” contract between your Department and our company. Yet your 
letter indicates you would not hesitate to enter into that sort of an agreement 
with us. 

Your letter sets forth certain “standards” which you have promulgated for 
incorporation in “wheeling” contracts with private power companies. As we 
have already pointed out, your Department’s insistence that preference customers 
must be direct customers of the Governinent is without sanction either in the 
Federal statutes or any policy declared by the Congress. Our proposal, we re- 
peat, provides every advantage to the Government and to the preference custom 
ers which Congress had in mind when it created section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act In addition, our proposal serves every lawful purpose for which you 
standards were promulgated and differs from what you call a “wheeling” con 
tract in only one essential respect, namely that customers, historically served 
by our company, shall continue to be our customers and not become direct cus 
tomers of the Federal Government. What we are seeking is protection against 
nationalization of an important segment of our business. 

I am sure that a reexamination of our proposal will show that it conforms 
in every respect to congressional policy as set forth in section 5 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944, and other applicable laws. We would welcome the oppor 
tunity to discuss our proposal in detail with you at any time. 

Sincerely yours, 
HARLLEF Brancn, Jr., President 
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Shortly after Secretary McKay’s confirmation, representatives of the Georgia 
Power Co. and the Southern Co. met with him and with members of the Georgia 
congressional delegation to urge the earliest possible reconsideration of the 
definitive draft of contract which had been before the Department since Septem 
ber 1951. Secretary McKay stated that as soon as the newly appointed Solicitor 
for the Interior Department arrived in Washington he would be asked to re 
examine all legal aspects of the contract. We are informed that this reexami- 
nation is now under way, and we hope to confer again with officials of the Inter- 
ior Department in the near future. Because we are convinced that the contract 
complies with every legal and statutory requirement, and because we feel that 
it more economically and effectively fulfills congressional policies respecting the 
disposal of Federal reservoir power than any plan yet devised, we have every 
hope that this reexamination will result in approval of the contract by Secretary 
McKay 

I will attach a copy of the September 11, 1951, draft of contract and a con 
densed summary of its provisions at the end of this statement so that it can 
be examined in detail by members of this committee and the Congress. The 
definitive draft of contract meets both the letter and the spirit of section 5 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944. Its salient features may be summarized as follows: 

1. The company will supply at its own risk and expense, all necessary trans 
mission and distribution facilities to deliver all firm marketable power assigned 
to Georgia from the Clark Hill project to preference customers anywhere in 
its service area. 

2. The company will also interconnect the Government’s plant with its own 
generating stations, thereby greatly increasing the firm-power capacity of the 
project. The benefits of this increase in firm capacity will be passed on to the 
preference customers 
%. The company will buy and take into its system, at the Government’s plant, 
all power allocated to Georgia Power Co., and will deliver to preference cus 
tomers the full marketab'e power available from the plant, less losses in trans 
mission and transformation 

1. The company will pay to the Government whatever price the Interior De 
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partment and Federal Power Commission may specify, and will charge the 
preference customers the same price, plus only the “barebone” cost of transmit 
ting the firm power. Transmission cost will be only approximately 144 mill per 
kilowatt hour 

5. The company also agrees to supply all present and future power deficiencies 
of the preference customers from its own sources at the lowest price available 
under its published rate schedules. 

We are informed that the budget for the fiscal year 1954, as originally pre 
sented to Congress, included a request for an appropriation of $6,700,000 to be 
used by SEPA for construction and $1.740,000 to he used by that ageney for 
operation and maintenance. Of the latter sum, $1,390,000 was for the purchase 
of power and rental of facilities \ large portion of the funds requested for 
construction were to be used for planning and starting construction of a $52, 
000.000 high-voltage interconnecting transmission system for integrating Fed 
eral reservoir projects in the Southeast and delivering power to load centers. 


We understand that the present Secretary of the Interior has recently revised 
the SEPA budget and eliminated all funds for construction with the exception 


tem of $200,000 for what is referred to as “future planning,” and has re 

duced the amount requested for operation and maintenance by $25 000 which is to 
be taken from the amount requested for the operation of the headquarters office. 
As previously pointed out, the Sentember 11, 1951, draft of contract provides 


for complete integration of the Clark Hill Reservoir project with the existing 
system of the Georgia Power Co. The company now has transmission lines and 
other facilities crisscrossing more than three-quarters of the State of Georgia. 
Its facilities are interconnected with those of other utilities serving the re- 
mainder of the State. Through and extensive network of lines the company 
presently serves 37 REA cooperatives through 123 metering or delivery points 
and 44 municipalities which purchase power wholesale through 49 metering or 
delivery points. The company is ready and able to construct any additional facili- 
ties which may be required in the future to adequately serve these two groups 
of preference customers. The existence of these facilities and the company’s 
readiness and ability to construct any needed facilities in the future makes it 
wholly unnecessary for the Government to construct any tie lines or transmission 
facilities in Georgia. 
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Sineetthe other companies comprising the Southern Co. group and nonaffiliated 
private utilities elsewhere in the Southeast have indicated a willingness to enter 
into similar contracts providing for the complete integration and transmission 
of all Federal reservoir power available for distribution in their areas, there is no 
need for SEPA to have “future planning” funds for tie and transmission lines. 

Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 specifically limits the acquisition 
or construction by the Department of the Interior to “only such transmission 
lines and related facilities as may be necessary in order to make the power and 
energy generated at said projects available in wholesale quantities for sale on 
fair and reasonable terms and conditions to facilities owned by the Federal 
Government, public bodies, cooperatives, and privately owned companies.” The 
committee hearings and the debates on the floor of the Senate, at the time the 
word “only” was inserted in the law, show clearly that the Congress intended 
this provision to operate as a limitation on the authority of the Secretary of the 
Interior to construct transmission lines. 

Since any lines which might be planned with funds provided by the “future 
planning” appropriation in the SEPA budget would not increase the revenue to 
the Government or the capacity and energy available to preference customers 
over What would be available under the September 11, 1951, draft of contract 
it would appear that the only purpose of any such planning would be to build 
lines which would invade territory already adequately and satisfactorily served 
at fair and reasonable rates. In view of this situation, it is not believed that 
such an appropriation would be compatible with the clear policy set forth in 
section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

The truth of the matter is that the word “planning” as used in connection with 
this $200,000 item is most misleading. In all probability the fund is sought for 
the purpose of engineering and right-of-way work that is a part of line construc 
tion itself, not planning. What SEPA intends to do with the fund, as Mr. Leavy’s 
own testimony shows at pages 348 and 351 of the hearing, is to continue to pay the 
salaries of certain personnel heretofore employed in line-construction work, 
including instrumentmen, rodmen, chainmen, laborers, axmen, and field clerks 
This type of employee is customarily used in preliminary construction work 
They are not “planners” regardless of how they have been designated by SEPA 
for payroll and appropriation purposes, 


For these reasons, we urge the committee to eliminate this $200,000 item and 


» to rescind any funds previously appropriated and unexpended which mi t 
be similarly used by SEPA, 

The tremendous increase in the energy requirements of the REA cooperative 
and the municipalities wl! 
the constant decrease in the price per kilowatt-hour at which ene1 is sold to 
them by the Georgia Power Co., is shown in the following tables: 


ich purchase power wholesale in our service are nd 
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the preceding tab t will be noted that these two groups of customers, 

th of which are entitled to preference in the purchase of Clark Hill powe1 
nder section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, had a total maximum demand 
of 242,714 kilowatt of capacity in December 1952, and during the calendar year 


L952 they consumed 964,771,000 kilowatt-hours of energy 


In addition to the preference customers in its own territory, the company 
rmnishes the power requirements of 6 REA cooperatives and 5 municipalities 
the service area of the Georgia Power & Light Co., a nonaffiliated utility 
operating in the southern section of Georgia During the calendar year 1952 
the REA’s and wholesale municipalities in that area, had a combined maximum 
demand of 20,544 kilowatts and energy requirements of 74,038,466 kilowatt-hours 

Since the average firm power available from Clark Hill for distribution to 
preference customers in Georgia even after complete integration with the Georgia 
Power Co. system, is only 70,000 kilowatts of capacity and 242,190,000 kilowatt 
hours of energy a year at the delivery points of the preference customers, it will 
be seen that had the Clark Hill project been completed and in full operation 


luring the calendar vear of 1952, the firm capacity and energy available from this 
project to preference customers in the State of Georgia would have taken care 
of only approximately one-fourth of their power requirements 

The above tables show the rapid growth these customers of the company have 

ad in the past and it is believed that this growth will continue. Assuming that 

Federal reservoir projects now authorized in the service area of the Georgia 
‘ower Co. are constructed according to present schedules and estimates of the 
partment of the Interior, a carefully prepared study shows that at no time 

ill the combined projects furnish sufficient capacity and energy to meet even 
as much as one-half of the requirements of the REA cooperatives and munici- 
palities now supplied with power by the Georgia Power Co. Under such cireum- 
stances, the idea of building or even planning for a gigantic Federal power grid 
for distribution of power from these projects is as foolish as it is undesirable. 
It would have a disastrous effect upon our company, but still be unable to 
adequately substitute for our service as the foregoing figures indicate. 

The Georgia Power Co. has kept abreast of the power needs in its service area 
as shown by the following table. The generating capacity, which includes both 
steam and hydro power of the company, has been increased from 476,339 kilo- 
watts in 1941 to 1,108,500 kilowatts at the present time. Plans have been ap- 
proved and work authorized on plants which will increase this capacity to 
1.463.500 kilowatts by December 1955 
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Rated capacity of owned generating plants as of Dec. 31 of years show? 
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There is no unsatisfied demand for service in the company’s area nor has 
any industry left the area or failed to locate there because of inability to get 
adequate power at reasonable rates. 

The $1,390,000 requested by SEPA for purchase of power and rental of facilities 
includes $141,000.as a wheeling fee to be paid to the Duke Power Co. or the 
Georgia Power Co. for the transmission of Clark Hill power, depending on 
whether the power is assigned to South Carolina or to Georgia. Under the 
definitive draft of contract negotiated with the Department of the Interior for 
the distribution of Clark Hill power in the company’s service area in Georgia, 
not one single penny of Federal funds would be required for either the pu 
chase of power or rental of facilities. Insofar as our State is concerned, there 
fore, there is no justification for this item and we respectfully request its elimi 
nation. 

In the recent case of Arkansas Electric Cooperative et al. vy. Arkansas-Missouri 
Power Co. et al., the Supreme Court of Arkansas held, as we have always con 
tended, that section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 contemplates the sale 
by the Secretary of the Interior only of hydroelectric power generated at 
reservoir projects. The court held that “the language of this statute does not 
in any way snggest that Congress meant for the Department to ‘firm up’ its 
hydro power by the acquisition of steam power and thereby enable itself te 
enter the competitive retail market.” 

We were amazed to read in Mr. Leavy’s testimony before this committee o1 
March 4, 1953, a statement to the effect that no one had ever challenged the 
authority of SEPA to “purchase power.” We understand that the Virginia 
Electric & Power Co. challenged the agency’s authority in this respect early in 
their negotiations. We are also informed that Carolina Power & Light Co. has 
challenged the Administrator on this point. As for the Georgia Power Co., we 
challenged the authority of SEPA to purchase power as recently as S weeks 
before Mr. Leavy testified before your committee. This you will see if you 
will turn to the fourth through the seventh paragraphs of my letter of Januar 
10, 1953, to Secretary Chapman, already presented as a part of this state 
ment. 

In the Interior Department Appropriation Act of 1952, a “continuing fund” 
of $50,000 was established for the use of the Southeastern Power Administra 
tion. At that time, the Congress provided that the fund could be used only “to 
defray emergency expenses necessary to insure continuity of electric service and 
continuous operation of Government facitities in said area.” 

Since SEPA does not now own or operate any such facilities, and-since none 
are presently proposed for the Southeast by the Department of the Interior 
and particularly since no such facilities will be necessary under the form of 
contract we negotiated with the Division of Power in September 1951, we re 
spectfully submit that this “continuing fund” can be rescinded 

Recently SEPA submitted to the REA cooperatives in the service area of the 
Georgia Power Co. a so-called “conditional contract” for supplying their electric 
power requirements for 20 years, contingent, however, upon the Georgia Power 
g to wheel Clark Hill power for the account of the Federal Govern 
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ment, and contingent also upon the company agreeing to furnish the additional 
power requtrements of the cooperatives. This is a very “iffy’’ proposal, to say 
the least. It is utterly meaningless unless our company now agrees to do what 
it has consistently declined to do—namely, to assist in and allow its facilities 
to be used for a “raid” on its customers. We do not believe anyone, particularly 
SEPA, thinks seriously that these agreements can become effective. They are, 
in our opinion, a last-minute effort to confuse the Congress and perhaps some of 
the REA’s, also. Moreover, the rates specified in these documents result in a 
power cost to the REA’s which is higher than the cost of power to theng, under 
the rates set forth in the September 11, 1951, draft of contract which we nego- 
tiated with the Division of Water and Power. 

In view of the foregoing it is requested that SEPA be denied any appropria- 
tions to be used for the planning, construction, acquisition, operation, and 
maintenance of transmission and tie lines, substations and appurtenant facilities, 
and for the purchase of power, rental of facilities, and similar activities in our 
service area, and that the continuing fund be revoked. 


(Revised draft of September 11, 1951) 


ConTrAcrt EXECUTED BY THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR, ACTING BY AND THROUGH THE SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATOR 
AND GEORGIA POWER CoO. 


This contract, executed , by and between the United States of 
America (hereinafter called the Government), Department of the Interigr, act- 
ing by and through the Southeastern Power Administrator (hereinafter called the 
Administrator), and Georgia Power Co., a corporation organized and existing 
under the laws of the State of Georgia (hereinafter called the company), 

Witnesseth: That whereas the Secretary of the Interior is authorized by 
section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 U. S. C. 1946 ed., sec. 825s) to trans- 
mit and dispose of electric power generated at reservoir projects under the con- 
trol of the Department of the Army not required in the operation of such projects, 
and the Secretary of the Interior has by Department Order No. 2558, dated 
March 21, 1950 (15 F. R. 190) delegated to the Administrator his authority under 
said section 5 with respect to projects then or thereafter constructed in the State 
of Georgia. and 

Whereas the company is a privately owned public utility engaged in the busi- 
ness of selling electric power to the general public and owns and operates gener- 
ating plants and transmission and distribution systems in the State of Georgia; 
and 

Whereas the Department of the Army is now constructing in and adjacent to 
the territory served by the company a certain Federal multiple-purpose reservoir 
project for flood control, stream regulation, navigation and power, located on the 
Savannah River approximately 18 miles north of Augusta, Ga., known as the 
Clark Hill Reservoir project (referred to herein as “the project”) ; and 

Whereas under the provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
aforesaid, it is provided that the Secretary of the Interior, in disposing of avail- 
able power from such a project, should do so according to the following pro- 
visions: 

1. Preference in the sale of such power, “shall be given to public bodies and 
cooperatives.” 

2. The power shall be sold on “fair and reasonable terms and conditions to 
facilities owned by the Federal Government, public bodies, cooperatives, and 
privately owned companies.” 

3. Disposition of the power shall be made “in such manner as to encourage the 
most widespread use thereof at the lowest possible rates to consumers consistent 
with sound business principles.” 

4. The rate schedules at which the power is to be disposed of by the Govern- 
ment shall be confirmed and approved by the Federal Power Commission. 

5. “Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard to the recovery * * * of the 
cost of producing and transmitting such electric energy, including the amortiza- 
tion of the capital investment allocated to power over a reasonable period of 
years.” 

6. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to construct or acquire “from 
funds to be appropriated by the Congress * * * only such transmission lines 
and related facilities as may be necessary in order to make the power and energy 
generated at said projects available in wholesale quantities ;” and 
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Whereas it is recognized by the parties hereto that substantial benefits can 
result from the integration of said Federal reservoir project with the existing 
interconnected power system of the company, such benefits including but not be- 
ing limited to the following: 

(a) A material increase in the amount of firm power marketable from said 
project as a result of supplementing the project’s generation with generation 
from the company’s steam-generating capacities. 

(b) A substantial existing market.in the large area served by the company for 
surplus secondary and seasonal energy generated at this project is afforded by 
the company’s interconnected power system. 

(ec) A substantial existing market in this area for surplus “peaking” capacity 
is afforded by the company’s system; and 

Whereas the company can, and is willing through integration to so utilize 
its firming capabilities and markets for surplus “peaking” capacity and surplus 
energy ; and 

Whereas the parties hereto have agreed upon a plan which is embodied in this 
contract, whereby each and all of the aforesaid provisions may be fully complied 
with so that (a) public bodies and cooperatives may not only obtain the benefits 
of such available power at whatever price advantage may be offered under said 
act, but in addition, such public bodies and cooperatives may obtain any addi- 
tional power required from the company; ()) any power not used by said prefer- 
ence customers will be used to serve other customers of the company thereby 
providing for the sale of the entire available output of the project; and (c) 
there will be a widespread use of such available power by public bodies, cooper- 
atives, and others at the lowest possible rates consistent with sound business 
principles ; and 

Whereas the Administrator agrees to advise the company in writing of his 
designation of any preference customer who is to receive benefits under this con- 
tract, together with the amount of project power assigned to such customer, and 
the company in turn agrees that it will enter into individual contracts with such 
designated preference customers under which they will be entitled to the bene- 
fits provided for them by this contract; and 

Whereas the parties hereto desire to sell and purchase such available power 
on the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth: 

Now, therefore, in consideration of the premises and of the mutual terms 
and obligations hereinafter set forth, the Administrator and the company agree 
as follows: 

SCOPE OF CONTRACT 


1. This contract shall apply to electric power delivered to the Secretary of the 
Interior from the project and in turn sold and delivered by him to the company 
under this contract, it being the intent of the parties to provide herein the basis 
of a comprehensive and long-range plan to make effective the purposes of the 
Congress as expressed in section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 as to such 
project. 


ELECTRIC POWER TO BE-FURNISHED BY THE GOVERNMENT TO THE COMPANY 


2. When the project becomes operative the Government will sell and deliver, 
and the company will purchase and receive, at the points of delivery hereinafter 
described, 50 percent of all electric capacity and energy available from the proj- 
ect, except as hereinafter provided; and provided further that the Government 
may withdraw such capacity and energy at a monthly load factor not greater 
than 35 percent, in amounts not exceeding 10,000 kilowatts in any 1 calendar 
year only on 6 months’ written notice, and in greater amounts only on 3 years’ 
written notice, to the company in advance of the date upon which such with- 
drawal is to become effective. 


FIRM MARKETABLE POWER 


3. (a) Firm power available from the completed project that is to be assigned 
and delivered to the company is equal to 70,000 kilowatts at aproximately 35 
percent load factor. This firm power as increased by energy from the company’s 
interconnected system is hereby agreed by the parties hereto to be 70,000 kilo- 
watts at 50 percent load factor and is herein referred to as firm marketable 
power. Such firm marketable power less energy losses shall be the amount of 
power available for preference customers. 
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(b) As the project becomes operative the firm marketable power shall be 
determined as 30,000 kilowatts per generating unit available for operation and 
assigned to the company until capacity equivalent to 3 such generating units 
have been so assigned, after which the firm marketable power shall be 70,000 kilo 
watts for the remainder of the contract except for power reserved or withdrawn 
by the Government as provided under section 6. 


RATES AND CHARGES 


§. (a) Firm marketable power —The company shall pay the Government at 
the date of SO ments per kilowatt per month for 70,000 kilowatts, or such portion 


t 
{ 
‘ 
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thereof as is made available to the company in accordance with the provisions of 
paragraph (b) of article 3, and the company shall pay the Government 3 mills 
per kilowatt-hour for all energy received from the project up to a maximum 
equivalent to 50 percent load factor during any month. 

(b) Interim powe In the event the Government elects to commit and de 
liver more than 50 percent of the firm electric capacity and energy available from 
the project to the company on a temporary basis, the company agrees to accept 
and pay for such increased deliveries by increasing proportionately the quantities 
of capacity and energy specified under paragraphs (a) and (d) of this article 4: 
Provided however, That such temporary capacity and energy may be withdrawn 
by the Government in amounts not exceeding 10,000 kilowatts in any 1 calendar 
vear only on 6 months written notice, and in greater amounts only on 3 years’ 
written notice, to the company in advance of the date upon which such with 
drawal is to become effective 

(ce) Peaking capacity.—The Government agrees to commit and provide addi 
tional capacity for use by the company as such capacity becomes available at the 
project and the company agrees to purchase and pay for such capacity at the rate 
of 50 cents per kilowatt-month: Provided, however, That such additional capac 
ity to be purchased by the company shall not exceed 60 percent of the capacity 
made available to it under paragraphs (a) and (b) of this article 4. The Gov 
ernment agrees to make additional capacity available, for the generation of 
secondary energy to the extent such capacity is available at the project from 
time to time at 2 cents per kilowatt-day 

(d) Secondary energy.—The company agrees to pay for energy received from 
the project in excess of that provided for under paragraphs (a) and (6) of this 
article 4 at the rate of 3 mills per kilowatt-hour for the first 10 million kilowatt 
hours per month, at the rate of 2 mills per kilowatt-hour for the next 10 million 
kilowatt-hours )} er month, and at the rate of 1 mill per kilowatt-hour for all other 
energy received Provided, however, That the receint of more than 20 million 
kilowatt-hours per month of secondary energy shall be at the option of the 
COMmpany 

(e) A charge per hour per generating unit adequate to compensate the Govern 
ment for the energy used in operating the generators as condensers as provided 
in article 15. Such charge shall be determined by mutual agreement from 
operating tests made after the nnits have been installed or from factory test data 


DISPOSITION OF FIRM MARKETABLE POWER 


>. (a) The company agrees to sell and deliver within its service area to the 
preference customers designated by the Administrator who have contracted with 
the Government and the company, an amount of power equal to the firm market 
able power, as defined under article 8, less an allowance for transformation and 
transmission losses. After deducting 10 percent for energy losses and after off 
setting losses in capacity by the diversity between the 30-minute intergrated de 
mands of the preference customers served under this contract, the firm market 
able power available for delivery to preference customers is agreed to be equal to 
a total of 70,000 kilowatts of undiversified 30-minute intergrated demand of the 
customers at a maximum monthly lead factor of 45 percent 

(b) Preference customers shall be as defined in section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944, subject however to the following limitations as to delivery of power 
To be entitled to receive electric power at any delivery point under this contract, 
a preference customer other than a municipality or a cooperative must have a 
demand of not less than 500 kilowatts at that delivery point while a municipality 
or cooperative must have a demand at such delivery point of not less than 100 
kilowatts: except that where in order to provide a delivery point for a munici 
pality or cooperative the construction of transmission lines of any substantial 
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ength is required, the company shall not be obligated to construct such lines 

its expense where the demand of such customers is less than 200 kilowatts. 

ic) The Administrator shall advise the company in writing of his designation 
f any preference customer under this contract and of the maximum amount 
of power, in kilowatts of capacity and the load factor assigned to such customer 
Until receipt of such written notiee, the company shall be under no obligation to 
treat any customer as a preference customer under this contract. The arith 
metical sum of all such assignments to preference customers by the Adminis 
trator shall not exceed the amount of capacity and energy available for sale to 
preference customers as provided in paragraph (@) of this article 5. 

(d) All preference customers designated by the Administrator will execut 
a special contract with the company. Each such special contract between the 
preference customer and the company shall run concurrently with the contract 
between the Administrator and said preference customer, but in any event, for 
a period of not less than 5 years. 

(ce) The rate to be charged preference customers by the company for firm 
marketable power shall be 84 cents per kilowatt per month plus 3.50 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 

(f) Should the power requirements of any preference customer in any month 
exceed the amount of power assigned to that customer by the Administrator, the 
company will supply such excess at a price per kilowatt-hour which the com 
pany’s regular applicable rate for the service, applied to such customer's total 
capacity and energy use in that month, would have earned. 


RESERVATION OR WITHDRAWAL OF POWER BY GOVERNMENT 


6. (a) Subject to the provisions of article 2 hereof, the Government shall have 
the right to reserve or withdraw electric capacity and energy generated at the 
project to supply service over its own facilities to any preference customer, or 
customers, within the service area of the company when requested to do so by 
such customer, or customers. 

(b) In event the Government reserves or withdraws firm capacity and energy 
exclusive of interim power in accordance with the provisions of paragraph (a) 
of this article 6, the kilowatts of firm marketable power specified in articles 3, 4, 
and 5 hereof shall be reduced-by the-kilowatts of capacity reserved or withdrawn 


DEFICIENCY OF PROJECT ENERGY AS RESULT OF SCHEDULING BY COMPANY 


7. (a4) When as a result of scheduling by the company as provided under 
article 9, project generation is insufficient to supply capacity and energy reserved 
or withdrawn by the Government in accordance with the provisions of article 6 
or the company’s pro rata share of energy required in the operation of the 
project such deficiency shall be supplied from company sources. 

(b) Energy supplied to the Government in accordance with the provisions of 
paragraph (a) of this article 7 shall be deducted from energy delivered to the 
company by the Government and the remainder shall be used in determining the 
monthly billing to the company hereunder. In event there is a net delivery of 
energy to the Government by the company during any month, the Government 
shall pay the company for such energy at the rate of 3 mills per kilowatt-hour 


SALE OF FIRMING ENERGY TO GOVERNMENT 


s. The company agrees to supply to the Government from company sources 
energy to supplement capacity and energy reserved or withdrawn by the Govern 
ment under the provisions of article 6 so as to increase the load factor of the 
reserved or withdrawn capacity from 35 percent to 50 percent and agrees to 
supply energy when, as, and if available from its generating plants or purchase 
sources to supplement project generation assigned for ultimate use outside the 
company’s service area. Energy supplied by the company shall be paid for at 
the incremental cost to the company of generating or purchasing such ener) 
plus 15 percent for transmission and transformation losses plus 1 mill per kilo 
watt-hour. 

PROVISIONS FOR SERVICE 


%. (a4) Subject to such regulations as to the maximum and minimum release 
of water from the project reservoir for flood control and stream regulation as 
may be established from time to time by the Corps of Engineers, Department 
if the Army, and subject to the provisions of articles 15 and 18, the Government 
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will operate the project in such manner as to generate that portion of the project 
output assigned to the company’s service area (including a pro rata part of the 
energy required in the operation of the project) at such times and in such 
quantities as may be scheduled by the company and which are within the capa- 
bility of the project to produce; and will deliver such energy (less the aforesaid 
pro rata part of the energy required in the operation of the project, and less any 
energy which may be delivered over Government facilities directly to a prefer- 
ence customer located within the company’s service area) to the company at the 
voltage of the company’s high-tension lines where connected in the project’s 
switchyard. 

(b) The company will schedule the operations of the project, as provided 
above, in such way as to make the most effective use of the available equipment 
and reservoir storage capacity, such use to be governed by the following consider- 
ations: 

(1) Obtaining maximum generation at the project during periods when 
natural stream flows are low. 

(2) Providing maximum benefits to downstream plants. 

(3) Obtaining maximum energy generation at the project during peak 
periods. 

(4) Obtaining maximum total generation at the project. 

(c) To the extent of the generating capacity which the Government determines 
to be available to the company, the company shall schedule the generation of 
energy to utilize all of the company’s share of water which the Corps of Engineers 
requires to be released from the reservoir. In the event water is wasted at the 
project due to departure by the company from current operating schedules, which 
departure is not attributable to an uncontrolled force as defined in article 18, a 
regulation established by the Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
referred to above, or to action of the Government permitted by article 15, the 
company shall pay the Government for the electrical energy equivalent of the 
company’s share of water so wasted at a rate mutually determined to be appro- 
priate. 

(d) Electric power supplied hereunder by either party hereto will be three- 
phase alternating current at a nominal frequency of 60 cycles per second. 


PEAK PE!TIOD 


10. (a) Under this contract, the peak period shall be the 100 hours of each 
7-day week designated by the company. All other time shall be the off-peak 
period. Energy delivered during any peak period shall be known as “peak 
energy.” Energy delivered during any off-peak period shall be know as “off- 
peak energy.” 

(b) The company hereby designates the hours between 7 a. m. and 12 p. m., 
eastern standard time, during the 5 days, Monday through Friday inclusive, and 
from 7 a. m. to 10 p. m., eastern standard time, on Saturday, as being the peak 
period for initial operation under this contract. The company shall have the 
right to change the peak period hours from time to time at intervals of not less 
than 6 months by giving the Government 10 days’ prior written notice of such 
change. 

MEASUREMENT OF ELECTRIC POWER 


11. The electric power delivered hereunder to the company and to the Govern- 
ment will be measured by metering equipment to be furnished, installed, and 
maintained by the Government. The company may, if it so desire, install check 
meters. All meters shall be sealed and seals shall be broken only upon occasions 
when the meters are to be inspected, tested, or adjusted and representatives of 
the parties shall be afforded reasonable opportunity to be present on such occa- 
sions. The Government meters shall be tested at reasonable intervals upon 
request by the company and at least once each year. Any metering equipment 
found to be defective or inaccurate shall be repaired and readjusted or replaced. 
If any of the meter tests provided for in this article disclose that the error of any 
meter or meters exceeds 2 percent, correction, based upon the inaccuracy found, 
shall be made of the records of electric service since the beginning of the billing 
month immediately preceding the billing month during which the tests were 
made, except that no correction will be made for a longer period than such 
inaccuracy may be determined to have existed. Should a meter or meters fail 
to register, the electric power delivered hereunder during such period of failure 
to register shall, for billing purposes, be estimated from the best information 
obtainable. 
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BILLING AND PAYMENT 


2\¢a) Bills for, service each month under the terms of this contraet shall 
be mailed by the Government to the company, on or before the 10th day of the 
succeeding month and shall be payable on or before the last day of the month 
in which the bill is presented, herein referred to as the “payment date.” There 
shall be added, as liquidated damages, interest of one-half of 1 percent to any 
undisputed amount remaining unpaid on the first day of the month next suc 
ceeding the “payment date” and an additional one-half of 1 percent shall be 
added on the first day of each succeeding month on the remaining past due and 
unpaid balance until the account is paid in full. Should the company fail to 
pay any bill when due in accordance with the provisions of this paragraph and 
paragraph (c) of this article 12, the Government shall have the right to discon 
tinue service upon 15 days’ written notice and to refuse to resume service as 
long as part of any overdue amount remains unpaid. Such discontinuance 
shall not relieve the company of liability for charges during the period service 
is discontinued. 

(b) Any correction in billing resulting from a correction of metering records 
as provided in article 11 shall be made in the bill for the month in which the 
meter test resulting in the correction was made. 

(c) In the event of a dispute concerning the correctness of any bill, or any 
part thereof, rendered pursuant to paragraph (a) of this article, the company 
shall pay the undisputed portion of such bill on or before the “payment date” 
and shall inform the Government in writing of the nature of the claim of 
error. If the representatives of the company and the representatives of the 
Government designated by the Administrator cannot agree with respect to 
such disputed bill within 60 days after the bill was first received by the com 
pany, the company shall either pay the amount in dispute under protest or 
present to the Administrator a written statement of the proper amount which 
the company alleges, it owes, with a request that the Secretary of the Interior 
or his designee make a finding as to the proper amount of such disputed bill 
The company shall make payment in accordance with the finding of the Secretary 
of the Interior or his designee, within 15 days after receipt of such finding 
However, in making such payment the company shall not waive any right it may 
have to proceed to a judicial determination of the correctness of the amount 


FACILITIES TO BE PROVIDED BY THE COMPANY 


13. (a) The company shall provide a high-voltage transmission line or lines 
of adequate capacity to receive that portion of the output of the project made 
available to the company, from a suitable point on the company’s existing trans 
mission system to connect with the high voltage bus in the switchyard of the 
project. The Government will, without charge, grant to the company all neces 
sary easements across property of the Government and all necessary permission 
to enable the agents of the company to carry out this contract and construct and 
maintain its lines and circuits in and at all places required by the company and 
owned, leased or controlled by the Government. Protective equipment for this 
line or lines, other than that planned for installation by the Corps of Engineers, 
shall be provided by and installed by or at the expense of the company. Com 
munication equipment other than public communication system telephone (which 
will be provided at the expense of the Government) shall be supplied by the com 
pany and installed by or at the expense of the company. Space will be provided 
for facilities necessary to be installed by the company in the switchyard or power 
plant at the project. Load control equipment to permit the use of the project's 
powerplant in the regulation of the company’s system and which would not 
otherwise be required shall be supplied and installed by or at the expense of the 
company. Such load-control equipment shall be as specified by the company and 
approved by the Government. 

(b) Any part of the equipment listed in paragraph (a) which is installed by 
or at the expense of the company shall be maintained by or at the expense of 
the company and shall remain the property of the company. Reasonable time 
for removal of such equipment by the company will be allowed at the termination 
of the contract. Any costs arising out of such removal shall be paid by the com 
pany. At the option of the Government such equipment may be purchased by 
the Government at a reasonable price to be mutually agreed upon at the time 
The Government also gives the company the right at all times by its duly author 
ized agents and employees, to enter the premises of the Government at all reason 
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e times, for the purpose of keeping in repair or removing its own wires, reading 
meters, and performing any other work incident to this contract 


COORDINATION OF SYSTEM CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


The Government and the company shall coordinate the construction, opera 
‘ and maintenance of their respective power systems in a manner which will 
not interfere with any service supplied from the power system of either party 


CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF GOVERNMENT'S FACILITIES 


15. The Government will not be required to operate any generating unit at a 
load which in the judgment of the Corps of Engineers will resuit in excessive 
deterioration of iacilities. The company may schedule the operation of the 
enerators at no load as condensers at a charge as provided in article 4 (e) 
The Government shall maintain the powerplant in good operating condition at 
ill times unless prevented by uncontrollable forces. The Government may re- 
move facilities from service for maintenance, repairs, replacements, installation 
of equipment, investigations, and inspections. Except in case of emergency, the 
Government will give the company reasonable advance notice of such removal 
from service and, insofar as possible, will so schedule removals as not to interfere 
with service to the company The work necessary to restore the facilities to 
serviceable conditions will be performed with diligence 


LIABILITY 


16. Unless such claim shall arise because of their negligence, neither the 
company nor its officers, agents, or employees shall be liable for any claim arising 
from the construction, operation, or maintenance of the facilities of the Gov 
ernment under this contract. Unless such claim shall’ arise because of their 
necligence, neither the Government nor its officers or employees shall be liable 
for any claim arising from the construction, operation, or maintenance of the 
acilities of the company under this contract 


TRANSFER OF INTEREST IN CONTRACT 


17. No voluntary transfer of this contract or of the rights of the company 
hereunder shall be made without the written approval of the Administrator : 
Provided, That any successor to or assignee of the rights of the company, whether 
by voluntary transfer, judicial sale, foreclosure sale, or otherwise, shall be subject 
to all the provisions and conditions of this contract to the same extent as though 
such successor or assignee were the original contractor hereunder: And provided 
further, That the execution of a mortgage or trust deed, or judicial or fore 
closure sale made thereunder, shall not be deemed voluntary transfers within 
the meaning of this article. 





UNCONTROLLABLE FORCES 


18. Neither party shall be considered to he in default in respect to any obliga 
ion under this contract if prevented from fulfilling such obligation by reason of 
uncontrollable forces. For the purposes of this contract, the term “uncontrollable 
forces” means anv cause beyond the control ot the party affected, inclnding, but 
not limited to, failure of facilities, flood, backwater caused by flood, earthquake, 
storm, lightning, fire, epidemic, war, riot, civil disturbance, labor disturbance, 
sabotage. and restraint by court or public authority, which by exercise of due 
dilivence and foresight such party could not reasonably have heen expected to 
ivoid. Either party rendered unable to fulfill any obligation by reason of uncon- 
trollable forces shall exercise due diligence to remove such inability with all 
reasonable dispatch. 

WAIVERS 
19. Any waiver at any time by either party hereto of its rights with respect 


to a default or any other matter arising in connection with this contract shall 
not be deemed to be a waiver with respect to any subsequent default or matter. 
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NOTICES 


20. Communications under this contract shall be addressed, by the company 

to B. W. Creim, Administrator, Southeastern Power Administration, Elberton, 

Ga., and by the Government to E. C. Hammond, secretary, Georgia Power Co., 

Electric Building, Atlanta 3, Ga. Either party may, at any time, by written 
otice change the person, or the address of the person, to whom it wishes com 
unications addressed. 


OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFII 


21. No Member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
therefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this contract 
if made with a corporation or company for its general benefit 


APPROVAL OF RATES BY FEDERAL POWER COM MISSION 


22. It is understood that all charges for power and energy delivered by the 
Government under this contract are subject to approval and confirmation bs 
the Federal Power Commission, and that the Government will not deliver power 


under this contract until such rates are so approved and confirmed, 
APPROVAL OF AND TERM OF CONTRACT 


23. This contract shall become effective upon approval by the Secretary of 
the Interior, and shall remain in effect for a term of 15 years after the date 
of initial delivery of power unless sooner canceled by either party upon written 
notice given not less than 3 years in advance. The date of initial delivery 
hereunder shall be the date on which the Government is prepared to deliver 
energy from at least one of the generating units. The Government shall give the 
company reasonable advance notice in writing of such date. 


APPROVAL BY THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COM MISSION 


24. This contract shall not be binding upon the company until it has been 
approved by the Georgia Public Service Commission, and it shall not be binding 
on the Government unless said approval is in form and substance satisfactory to 
the Government and the company is so notified in writing. 


CONTINGENT UPON APPROPRIATIONS 


25. The liability of the Government under this contract is made contingent 
upon the appropriation by the Congress of the funds required by the Government 
to perform its obligations under the contract If, during the period covered 
by the contract, the necessary funds are not appropriated, the company hereby 
releases the Government from all liability for failure to perform its obligations 
under the contract. 

LEGAL REMEDIES 


26. No provision of this contract shall be so construed, as to abridge, limit, or 
deprive either party of any means of enforcing any remedy either at law or in 
equity, for breach of any of the provisions of this contract. 

In witness whereof, the parties hereto have caused this contract to be executed 
the day and year first above written. 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
DrPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
By 
Administrator, Southeastern Power Administration, Elberton, Ga 
GEORGIA POWER COMPANY 


By 
Title 
Attest for Georgia Power Co 
By 
Title 


Approved 


(Dat 


Secretary of the Interio 
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CONDENSED SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS OF SEPTEMBER 11, 1951, DRAFT OF DEFINITIV} 
CONTRACT BETWEEN DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR & GEORGIA POWER Co. 


(a) Government assigns one-half of the total capacity and energy available 
from Clark Hill for ultimate use in the service area of the company. 

(b) Government delivers to company, firm power, amounting to 70,000 kilo 
watts at approximately 35 percent annual load factor. Company pays SO cents 
per kilowatt per month for such capacity plus 3.0 mills per kilowatt hour up 
to 50 percent load factor in any month 

(c) Company supplies firming energy at such times and in such quantity 2 
to maintain 50 percent load factor on 70,000 kilowatts at the reservoir project 

(d) 70.000 kilowatts at 50 percent load factor is defined as firm marketable 
power. Company sells to designated preference eustomers all the firm market 
able power less transmission and transformation losses. It is agreed this shall 
amount to 70,000 kilowatts of undiversified customer demand at 45 percent load 
factor on secondary side of customer's transformer stations. The preferen 
customer pays 85 cents per kilowatt per month plus 3.5 mills per kilowatt for 
the power delivered on the secondary side of his transformer up to the amount 
of firm marketable power assigned to him 

(e) Preference customers are as defined in section 5 of the Flood Control Aci 
of 1944. To be eligible to receive Clark Hill power the preference customer will 
enter into an agreement with the SEPA Administrator, who in turn author‘zes 
the company to deliver a specified quantity of such power to that customer, the 
ageregate of such assignments not to exceed the total available to preference 
customers stated in (d) above. 

(f) Upon receipt of such designation, company signs a contract with the 
preference customer for his entire requirements, the amount assigned that cus 
tomer by the Administrator being billed as in (d) above, the additional power, 
if any, being billed at the average rate resulting from applying the company’s 
regular rate for the class of service involved to that customer’s total require 
ment in that month 

(qa) If available Government may supply to company, at Government option 
firm power in excess of 70,000 kilowatts, at rates quoted in (0b) above. 

(h) Government may withdraw firm power hitherto supplied to company 
under (b) and (g) above, in amounts not exceeding 10,000 kilowatts in any 1 
calendar year upon 6 months written notice, or in greater amounts upon 38 years 
notice 

(i) Government supplies on-peak capacity over and above the total firm ca 
pacity of the project to company when available, and company accepts such 
capacity in quantities not to exceed 60 percent of the firm capacity currently 
being received under (0) and (q) above, at a price of 50 cents per kilowatt per 
month Further additional capacity for the generation of secondary energy 
may be purchased by company at 2 cents per kilowatt per day. 

(7) Energy which may be available in any month in excess of 50 percent 
load factor of the firm capacity eurrently being supplied company is defined as 
secondary energy Company agrees to absorb 20 million kilowatt hovrs per 
month of secondary energy, at a rate of 3.0 mills per kilowatt hour for the first 
10 million kilowatt hours, and 2 milis ner kilowatt hour for the next 10 million 
kilowatt hours, plus additional quantities at company’s option at 1 mill per 
kilowatt hour. 

k) Government has the right to serve a preference customer direct upon re 
quest by such customer, in which event the amount of firm marketable power 
to be delivered by the company to the preference customers will be reduced 
accordingly. Since power for such service comes out of the firm marketable, it 
carries with it its proportionate partof firming energy supplied by company. 
(7) Company is given the right to schedule the delivery of all power currently 
assigned for use in company’s service area. within the requirement of the Corps 
of Engineers as to release of water, etc. Should company scheduling result in 
project generation being insufficient to supply capacity and energy reserved or 
withdrawn by the Government in accordance with (7) above, or the company’s 
pro rata share of energy required in the operation of the project company supplies 
the deficiency on exchange basis 





(m) Energy to increase to 50 percent the load factor of project firm capacity 


assigned for use outside company’s service area, will be supplied by company 
when, as, and if available, at the incremental cost of such energy to the company, 
plus 15 percent for losses, plus 1 mill per kilowatt hour. 


| 
| 
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(o) Contract is for a term of 15 years after the date of initial delivery of power 
from at least one generating unit, and may be sooner canceled by either party 
upon 3 years advance notice. 

Mr. Brancu. This is our third appearance before this committee in 
connection with Southeastern Power Administration budget requests, 
and I want to take this opportunity to thank the committee for the 
courtesy and the patience with which you have listened to our pres 
entation on previous occasions, and also for the pris ile ve of appearing 
again before the committee today. 

We realize, as the chairman has pointed out, that the present Secre 
tary of the Interior has stricken from Southeastern Power Admini 
tration’s bud; get the entire sum of $6,700,000 requested by his predeces 

- for the construction of transmission facilities and other facilities 
in ieee and other Southeastern States. 


FUTURE PLANNING 


However, there are items still in the budget, and funds approp! ated 
in previous years and unexpended, which we feel are wholly unneces 
sary and which we feel should be eliminated to avoid wasteful dupli 
cation by the Federal Government. 

It is because these items still remain that we have requested the 
opportunity to appeal here today. 

In order that our position may be abundantly clear from the outset, 
may I refer to the items we feel should be eliminated: 

First is the item of $200,000 referred to by the chairman a moment 
aus This amount is requested for the purpose of future planning. 
There is no need for an amount of that kind for future planning of 
lines and facilities unless you intend to build those lines and faciliti 

I believe an investigation of the facts to which I will refer will amply 
demonstrate that no such facilities are needed today or in the future 


he 


Georgia. 

I want to point out to the committee on the wall map before you the 
extensiveness of the facilities which we have in the State of Georgia. 
That map purports to show only our major generatin ng system and 
transmission lines. You will notice how our company’s transmission 
lines and other facilities criss-cross more than three-quarters of the 
State of Georgia. These facilities are interconnected with those of 
other utilities and affiliated companies to the East, South, and West, 
so as to in fact not only provide a an extensive electric power erid ! 
Georgia, but to interconnect it with the grid that criss-crosses the en 
tire Southeast. 

Each green circle on the map represents a metering or delivery 
point for the delivery of power from our system to a preference cus 
tomer presently being served by the Georgia Power Co. 

There are 190 such major delivery points shown on the map, all of 
which have been provided by the Georgia Power Co., and we stand 
ready to supplement them wherever additional metering or delivery 
points may be required or justified. 

Through these facilities we are serving 37 REA cooperatives through 
123 metering or delivery points, and 44 municipalities which purchase 
power wholesale through 49 metering or delivery points; and 6 addi 
tional cooperatives and 5 additional municipalities through 18 con 
nections in those lines, making a total of 190 delivery points scattered 
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over the State and connected in turn to the extensive systems of our 
sister companies and other private utility companies. 

Since we have provided all these fac ilities, and since we stand re: ady 
to install any additional facilities which may be necessary in the 
future, and since the other companies comprising the Southern Co. 
group and nonaffiliated private utilities elsewhere in the Southeast 
have indicated a willingness to enter into contracts similar to the one 
submitted by our company, providing for the complete integration 
and transmission of all Federal reservoir power available for distri- 
bution in their areas, there is no need for the Southeastern Power Ad 
ministration to build tie lines or transmission lines in our territory. 
If there is no need now, and if there will be no need in the future, for 
such lines, it of course is unwarranted that the Government should 
spend $200,000 to plan for facilities which will not be required or 
hecessary. 

Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, setting forth the con- 
gressional policy with reference to transmission lines to be constructed 
by the Government, specifically limits the acquisition or construction 
by ip Departme nt of the Interior to “only such transmission lines 
and related facilities as may be necessary in order to make the power 
and energy generated at said projects av: ailable in wholesale quantities 
for sale on fair and reasonable terms and conditions to facilities owned 
by the Fe leral (rovernment = public bodies, coope rat ives, and pr ivately 
owned companies.” 

The hearings before the House committee. and the debates in the 
House and Senate, indicate that the Congress intended this provision 
to operate as a limitation on the authority of the Secretary of the 
Interior to construct transmission lines, and that it is the congres- 
sional policy, and always has been, that such facilities should not be 
constructed except where absolutely necessary to provide power to 
preference customers. 

There is no such need in our territory, and we believe that any funds 
provided for “future planning” of such facilities would be incom- 
patible with the clear policy set forth in section 5 of the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1944. 

The truth of the matter is that the word “planning” as used in 
connection with this proposed item of $200,000 is most misleading. 
In our opinion, this fund is sought for the purpose of engineering 
and right-of-way work that is a part of line construction itself, and 
not planning. 

You will recall the testimony of Administrator Leavy when he 
appeared before this committee on March 4, 1953. In his statement 
before this committee, as printed on pages 348 and 351 of the hearings, 
it was made abundantly clear that it was the intention of Southeastern 
Power Administration to use this $200,000 fund to continue to pay 
the salaries of field personnel employed in construction work, not in 
planning, on the Greenwood line in the adjacent State of South 
Carolina. You will recall that at the request of the chairman of the 
committee, Mr. Leavy furnished for the record a list of employees 
whose salaries were to be paid out of this $200,000, and an examina- 
tion of that list will show it consists overwhelmingly of employees 
whose duties are primarily and normally in construction work, such 

nstrument men, rodmen, chainmen, axmen, and field clerks. ‘These 
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are obviously field forces for construction work and not planning 
work. 


WHEELING FEES 


There also remains in the Southeastern Power Administration 
budget request, a request for $141,000, which is included in the opera 
tion and maintenance request for 1 390,000, designated by the Admin 
strator of the Southeastern Power Administration as being a “wheel 


La fee.” It is requested by Southe asterh as a part of the fun Is 
desired for the purchase of power and rental of facilities. The South 
eastern Power Administration has stated that it will pay this $141,000 


either to the Duke Power Co. or to the (i orgia Power Co. for the 

mission of Clark Hill power, depending on whether the power 
is allocated to South Carolina or to Georgia. However, in his testi 
mony Mr. Leavy says that all power intended for South Carolina has 
already been alloc ads and, therefore, this fund apparently is to 
be used in Georgia. 

Under the definitive draft of contract, which is the result of long 
negotiations with the Interior Department, hot one single penny of 
Federal funds would be required for either the purchase of power 
or rental of facilities in our territory. Insofar as our State is con 
cerned, there is no justification for this item, and we request its 
elimination. 

_ JENSEN. Tell us again what item you hold is not needed to carry 
on the transmission and wheeling of this power from the hydropower 
plants. We have an item here, “Wheeling fee, Virginia E cies & 
Powe) ( Oi Sse) | l. UU, ” 

Mr. Brancu. That is not the item to which I refer. 

Mr. Jensen. “Purchase of energy, $508,000.” 

Mr Brancn. We do not refer to that. 

Mr. Jensen. “Duke Power Co. or Georgia Power Co., $141,000 for 
wheeling fee.” 

Mr. Brancn. That is the item to which I refer and which I say is 
absolutely unnecessary, because under our definitive ne of contract 
how pending before the Interior Department it will not be necessary 
for them to pay us any wheeling fee at all. It is wholly unnecessary 
in the State of Georgia, and I cand wholly unnecessary in South 
Carolina also. 

Mr. Jensen. There is no request made for funds to purchase power 
from the Georgia Power Co. in the 1954 budget. 

Mr. Brancn. Not in this specific tabulation that you have, but the 
$141,000 is a part of a general fund of $1,390,000 for the purchase of 
power and rental of facilities. Our fear is, that being part of a lump 
sum requested for those two purposes, this amount might be utilized 
for the purchase of power. We question its legality. 


WHEELING CONTRACT LEGALITY 


You gentlemen are familiar with, and I shall not labor. the recent 
decision of the Arkansas Supreme Court in the Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative case. You are aware that that court has held, as we 
always contended, that section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 con- 
templates the sale by the Secretary of the Interior only—and I would 
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like to underscore “only”—of hydroelectric power generated at reser- 
voir projects under the control of the War Department, and does not 
authorize or suggest that the Department may firm up its hydro power 
by the acquisition of steam power and thereby enable itself to enter 
the competitive retail market. 

I noticed from Mr. Leavy’s testimony before this committee on 
March 4, in the short time I have had to review it, that he made a 
statement to this committee to the effect that no one had ever chal- 
lenged the authority of SEPA to “purchase power.” I was amazed 
at that statement. 

Mr. Smith of Virginia Electric & Power Co. is here, and T am in- 
formed they specifically questioned the legality of such purchase at the 
time of the inception of their negotiations with SEPA, and were told 
they had no right to question the legality, and they could take the 
contract presented to them or leave it. 

I am also informed, and Mr. Sutton is here from Carolina Power & 
Light Co., that that company vigorously questioned the legality of 
such purchase. 

As for the Georgia Power Co.. as late as 8 weeks before Mr. Leavy 
appeared before this committee we had vigorously challenged the 
right of Southeastern Power Administration to purchase power. 

Attached to the written statement which T have filed is an exchange 
of correspondence between our company and the then Secretary of the 
Interior, Oscar L. Chapman. In a letter dated January 10, 1953, a 
little less than eight weeks before Mr. Leavy appeared before your 
committee, you will find that we made these statements: 

You further assert that your Department has responsibility for supplying 
the requirements of thes customers “not only as of the time of the sale (of 
power from a particular Government plant), but also their growing needs.” 
You further state that vour Denartment has an obligation to assure these ensto- 
mers of the “opportunity to develop and serve increased loads’ and that trans- 
mission facilities between your plants and load centers “should generally be 
owned and eontrolled by the Government,” the onlv exception apparently being 
vhere a private utility is willine to wheel nower for the Government’s account 
under a form of contract devised by your Department which requires, in every 
instance, that the preference customer become a customer of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. You take the position that your Department is obligated in the above 
resnects to future as well as existing customers of this class. 

You are bound to know that the assumption of the foregoing functions will 
put the Federal Government fully and completely into the public-utility business. 
You cannot obligate the Government to supply the total and unlimited power 
requirements of an indefinite number of customers unless you intend to expand 
the Government’s generating and transmission facilities to whatever extent the 
growing needs of these customers may demand, including inevitably the construc- 
tion of steam electric generating plants to supplement water power sources. 

Therefore, regardless of language, what you have said in your letter is that 
the Federal Government, through the policies of your Department, is now em- 
barked on a policy of nationalization of that part of the electric power industry 
serving this particular class of our citizens, notwithstanding their electric power 
g¢ fully supplied by a private utility at reasonable rates. 
I think the Members of Congress and our citizens generally will be shocked by 
this declaration 


requirements are bein 


And here is the challenge: 


Certainly the Congress never directed or authorized any such policy as that 
set forth in your letter. In enacting the Flood Control Act of 1944, and related 
legislation, the Congress plainly limited the role which the Department of 
Interior was to play in disposing of electric power generated at Federal projects. 
These statutes authorize vour Department to dispose only of electric power 
which is incidentally produced at Federal projects constructed for purposes of 
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avigation, national defense, and other constitutional Federal purposes. These 

statutes do not authorize or obligate your Department to enter upon a program 
of generating and supplying the present and future power needs of any class 
or classes of utility customers. 

That is as definite a challenge as it is possible for me to conceive of, 
and I am utterly amazed that Mr. Leavy should have stated that the 
legality of this had never been chi allenged by any utility with whom 
negotiations had been held in the Southeast. 

Mr. Jensen. I think it would be well to place in the record again 
since you brought this matter so forcibly to the attention of the com- 
mittee, my questions to Mr. Leavy on page 343 of the hearings, and 
his answers: 

Mr. Jensen. Do you consider section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 as 
sufficient authority to purchase power and rent facilities? 

Mr. Leavy. Yes, sir: we do. We, of course, have been influenced by the fact 
that this program has been followed in the past and that apparently it has been 
sanctioned by the Congress, since appropriations have been made for these 
purposes. With respect to wheeling we have actually been directed by Congress 
to seek those agreements, and in order to make them effective we must have 
funds to pay wheeling fees, 

I might also mention that there was never any question raised in our negotia 
tions with VEPCO, and the company itself did not raise questions, as to our 
legal authority to enter into that type of agreement. They, I think, be:ore this 
committee, expressed some preference for other arrangements, but it was not 
on the basis of a contention that there was no authority under section 5 to enter 
into a Wheeling and firming agreement. 

Mr. JENSEN. So, the authority has not been challenged and the Southeastern 
Power Administration has not been challenged actually by anyone so far as 
your authority is concerned to purchase power and rent facilities? 

Mr. Leavy. So far as I can recall, I am sure it has never been challenged in 
any statements to us. Now, I would not want to state categorically that no 
company has ever before a committee raised some question about it. The only 
company with whom we have entered into an agreement covering that has not 
raised the question . 

Mr. Branen. Mr. Chairman, of course it was not raised just before a 
committee. It was raised in a letter to the highest authority, to the 
then Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Jensen. It is possible Mr. Leavy was not aware of that letter. 

Mr. Branon. The letter was widely publicized, as well as the orig- 
inal letter from the Secretary of the Interior, in the public press. 


CONTINUING FUND 


Mr. Brancu. There is a so-called continuing fund of $50,000 estab- 
lished in the Interior Department manrenriener Act, 1952, by the 
Congress which we respectfully submit should be rescinded, for the 
following reasons: 

That fund was established for the specific and limited purpose, “to 
defray emergency expenses necessary to insure continuity of electric 
service and continuous operation of Government fac ilities in said 
area.” that is. in the Southeast. The Southeastern Power Adminis- 
tration does not now own or operate any such facilities, and, as I 
pointed out, none will be necessary under the September 11, 1951, 
draft of contract, hence there is no need for this continuing fund to 
remain in effect, and as long as it remains in effect it is a self-per- 
petuating fund. 

Weare: asking that there be no restoration by this committee of con- 
struction funds  withdr: awn by the new Secretary of the Interior ; and 
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we are asking that the $200,000 item for “future planning” and the 
$141.000 item for wheeling Clark Hillpower be eliminated; and that 
vou, if you see fit to do so, rescind any similar unexpended funds of 
previous years including the continuing fund of $50,000, 


GEORGIA POWER ¢ 0.’8 COOPERATION 


Now, I want to say one thing further with reference to Mr. Leavy’s 
testimony, and that has to do with the question of what is the intention 
of the Southeastern Power Administration. In his testimony before 
your committee at page 353 of the printed ony arings it appears that Mr. 
Leavy was much aggrieved that some of us in Georgia had ex xpressecl 
the fear that he had in mind going into ‘ie electric business “all out.’ 
You will find in his testimony on page 353 of the hearings that he 
states that he has no such intention. I can only say we can gather the 
intention of his agency from the intention of the Department. 

I have read to you this morning portions of my letter of January 
10 to Mr. Ch: apman, then Secretary of the Interior. In his letter of 
January 2, 1953, to which my letter was a reply, a copy of which is 
attached to my written statement, you will find the following state- 
ments, and I quote from the fourth paragraph of the Secretary’s 
letter : 

The law makes no distinction between existing and future public bodies and 
cooperatives 

Ina subsequent paragraph at the bottom of page 2 of the letter we 
find under subheading 3 that it is one of the policies of the Department : 

To give a preference in the sale of power to public bodies and cooperatives on 
a business-like basis means, of course, that the power from the project would 
be sold in such quantities and upon such terms and conditions that we would 
meet the requirements of the customers, not only as of the time of the sale, but 
also to meet their growing needs. 

Now, it is perfectly obvious that if any agency of Government as- 
sumes territorial responsibility for electric power or assumes customer 
responsibility, not only for a now existing load, but for the indefinite 
load that may arise in the future, and does not limit its power to serv- 
ice or power incidentally produced at a project or projects, that it is 
in the electrical business, as a Government company. That is exactly 
the obligation that a private utility assumes. 

I had intended to review for this committee some of the cooneration 
that has been extended over the years to the REA cooperatives, the 
Department of the Interior and the Army « eae and to all other 
agencies engaged in Federal power activities. I do not want to trans- 
gress further on your time and I will only summarize that information 
by saying that the previous year’s record and my testimony in those 
previous years is replete with the details of our cooperation with REA 
cooperatives and others. 

I believe the Army engineers and the informed citizens of Georgia 
will tell vou that we have never held up, but we have always cooperated 
to the fullest extent in, the improvement of our waterways and in 
bringing the benefits of Federal power to the persons intended and 
the groups intended by the Congress. I am not, therefore, going into 
our record with respect to public power. 
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GEORGLA POWER’S GENERATING CAPACITY 


I do want to say just a brief word about the adequacy of our gen- 
erating capacity and how it compares with the generating capacity 
that is now sought to be used as the justificat ion for these kederal ap- 
propriations which have been requested, and to which I have refei red. 

In the major generating stations shown on the map there was in 
stalled. both steam and hydropower, of the Georgia Power C o., 1,108, 
500 kilowatts as of December 31, 1952. We have increased our gen 
erating capacity to that tremendous figure from 476,339 kilowatts on 
December 31, 1941. In other words, in 11 years we have more than 
doubled our generating capacity. 

I want to say to you also that plans have been approved and work 
has been authorized on plants which will increase this capacity Lo 
1.463.500 kilowatts by December of 1955. We are expanding the vel 

‘ating capacity of Georgia Power Co. electrical facilities something 
on the order of $40 million per year, and we have been doing this con 
tinuously almost since the war. As far as we can see we will have to 
continue to do so for an indefinite period in the future. 

[ want to emphasize that nobody has ever sought power for an 
ndustry in the service area of the Georgia Power Co. and found it 
lacking in power. We have no power shortage in our area. We have 
kept abreast with the area needs, with all ot the fast erowlne needs, 
and we have in an emergency exported power to different areas served 
by public agencies. I want to say to you that no REA or preference 
customer has ever been denied adequ: ite power for its growing needs. 


MEETING THE NEEDS OF PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


Against that record of continued dependability, efficiency, and ade 
quacy, let us see what kind of power the Southeastern Power Admin 
istration purports to substitute. 

[ want to talk a little bit about the preference customer load in our 
area, and what they will have available from the Clark Hill project 

r from other ir ede ral reser voir projec ts now authorized or unde r 
sainedie 

The cooperatives and municipalities in our service area alone ha 
a total maximum demand of 242,714 kilowatts of capacity in the 
month of December, 1952, and during the calendar year 1952 they con 
sumed 964,771,000 kilowatt-hours of energy, all of which was Su} 
plied to them by the Georgia Power Co. 

In addition 6 cooperatives and 5 municipalities in the territory 
of the ( reorgia Power & L ight Co. had a total maximum demand 
of 20,544 kilowatts and ene rey requirements during 1952 of 70,038,466 
kilowatt-hours, which was also supplied by the Re Power Co. 
through an arrangement with the Georgia Power & Light Co. 

We have included tables in our written statement to show you how 
rapidly and how tremendously the demand for power is growing in 
that area. 

Now, let us see what the Federal Government would do toward 
meeting the needs of those preference customers for whom they assert 
responsibility, not only for their present, but for their future needs. 

The average firm power available to Georgia, assuming that one 
half of the power is assigned to Georgia, from the Clark Hill project, 
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after complete integration, is 70,000 kilowatts of capacity, and 242.- 
190,000 kilowatt-hours of energy a year at the delivery points of the 
preference customers in Georgia. In other words, the Clark Hill 
project, in 1952, if it had been in full operation, could have supplied 
only about one-quarter of the firm power requirements of the prefer- 
ence customers in Georgia, and they would have had to look to some 
source other than SEPA, to supply the other three-fourths of their 
requirements. 

It seems to us ridiculous for the Federal Government to take this 
small and inadequate block of power and use it as a leverage for put- 
ting itself in the power business at the risk of destroying the private 
investment presently represented by a wholly adequate and depend- 
able system, and to assume the responsibility at that moment for sup- 
plying the total need of these customers. 


CONDITIONAL CONTRACTS 


At some point in your deliberations your attention will be called 
again, as it was brie fly ‘alled by Mr. Leavy, to the fact that in recent 
months a so-called, and I want to quote, “conditional contract” for 
supplying their electric power requirements has been submitted to 
rural electrical co-ops in our State, in the rural sections served by our 
company. Some 22 of them, as I recall, are reported to have signed 
this so-called contract. 

I suppose these so-called contracts are brought to your attention for 
the purpose of indicating a demand on the part of the electric coopera- 
tives for these Government facilities, and so I want to close with a 
brief factual word about them. 

In the first place, if you will examine the “conditional contracts,” 
and we will be gl: ad to furnish copies of them for your information, 
you will find that they are wholly contingent upon the Georgia Power 
Co. firming up the power from the Federal projects, and that they are 
wholly contingent upon the Georgia Power Co. wheeling that power to 
preference customers for the account of the Federal Government and 
standing by with its reserve to supply the power deficiencies of the 
preference customers. It is a very “iffy” proposal, to say the least, 
and it could be made effective, and that is the point I want to empha- 
size to the committee, only if we assume that the Georgia Power Co. 
would now be willing under this proposal to do what it has consistently 
declined to do, namely, to dedicate a portion of its own facilities to 
make a raid on its own markets, and to do so for the account of the 
Federal Government, which we have heretofore objected to doing and 
which we say is totally unwarranted by any law or congressional 
policy 

The significant thing is that, with all of this “iffy” assumption, they 
have only been able to get a little over one-half of the REA coopera- 
tives to sign this contingent contract. The other half have not signed 
it. Ithink that is very significant. 

The important thing is, however, that it is not a firm contract. It 
is merely a contingent contract, and yet it purports to tie up these 
REA cooperatives, who are being served by the Georgia Power Co., 
for 20 years. 

We can only say to you that the purpose of such a proposal at this 
stage of the proceedings could only have been intended to confuse the 
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Congress and this committee, and perhaps some of the REA’s as well 

That is a very frank and honest opinion about it. 

Gentlemen, if time were available, there are many things I would 
like to discuss which are covered in the written statement. 

If you find it possible to read the entire written statement at some 
point in your deliberations, you will find it most revealing as to 
the course of our negotiations with the Department of the Interior. 
While it is a little long, it is long because it contains a definitive draft 
of the contract which we negotiated at the instructions of the then 
Secretary of the Interior, and which has been pending before that 
agency since September 11, 1951, but which was rejected by Mr. 

hapman during the last d: ays of his term of office. 

I west to say to you that we have requested a reconsideration of the 
definitive dr: aft of contract by the present secretary of the Interior. 

We have been assured, as has the ‘ reorglia congressional deleg@ation, 
that such a reconsideration will be given. 

The definitive draft of contract is presently under study, as we 

lerstand, Dy the recently appointed Solicitor of the Department ol 
the Interior, and we are expecting to have further conferences with 
officials of the Department sometime early in April. It is our hope 
and expectation that the draft of contract will be accepted. Becau 
of our confidence that the contract meets every requirement ot law 
and will do the iob more comp letely than any proposal ever made, 
and will carry the benefits of Federal power more fully to the a 
number of preference customers over the widest possible area and : 
the lowest Suetlbbe Sout, we still have eve ry conn idence that eventual ily 
that proposal must and will be accepted. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Branch. 


CUSTOMARY PROGRAM 


May I say that the company you represent and, in fact, without ex 
ception all of the private utility companies in the Southeast area have 
been ve ry creatly interested in the furnishing ot power to preferred 
customers 1n accordance with the Flood Control Act of 1944 to the 
end that most of the farms in your area are now electrified. 

You have so testified, as well as other officers and officials of the 
utilities in the Southeast in past years; and, because of that, this 
committee saw fit. under the leadership of Congressman Kirwan, 
to delete most of the transmission-line requests of the Department in 
the past yy years at least. 

We have done likewise in other areas where private utilities, mu 
nicipalities, and REA’s have, together with the Federal Government, 
furnished and made power available in adequate amounts at reasonable 
costs to most of the people in the area, 

This committee has not felt justified in appropriating out of the 
Treasury of the United States money for duplicating lines, so to 
speak ; and I presume, without a question of doubt, that that very 
customary program of this committee will continue. 

I wish to compliment the private utilities, your oo ind all 
of the private utilities in the Southeast part of this country, for build 
ing electric-power-producing facilities and for running transmissio1 
lines out into the skimmed-milk areas, so to speak, as well as into the 
cream areas; and, as I said before, that is the main reason why this 
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committee has seen fit to delete many of the transmission lines re 
quested by the SEPA, 

I want to thank you for the testimony you have just given whic! 
wears out the purpose of your company. 


FARM ELECTRIFICATION IN GEORGIA 


Mr. Fenton. What percentage of the farms are now electrified in 
Creorgia / 

Mr. Branen. In 1952, Mr. Fenton. the Rural Electrification Admin 
istration issued statistics indicating that, as of June 30, 1952, 87.1 


percent of the farms in Georgia were electrified. 
We hel eve thant yimost every oc’ pied farm desiring electricity 
now has electricity available to it. 
We think Georgia is over 90 percent electrified, but in any event it 
between S77 and 9D percent electrified. We believe that virtually 


every farm desiring electric service today is In a position to get it 


i 
LOAD CAPA rY AND FARM DISTRIBUTION 
Mr. Kirw LN What (| Vou sa) the capa Cy OT thre (reorgla Powe 
Co. was mm 1941 ¢ 
Mr. Brancu. In 1941 it was 476.339 kilowatts. 
Mr. Kirwan. Did you say it has trebled ? 
Mr. Brancu. We ive more than doubled ou capacity as of now. 
We had 1.108.500 kilowatts at the end of Lvou, which total is mn the 
writt statement. and bv the end of 1955 we estimate. based on the 
plants which are now under construction and which are authorized, 
that we will have 1.463.500 kilowatts of capacity. That is approxi- 


mately 1 million kilowatts of capacity more than we had in 1941. 
Mr. Kirwan. That is probably about five times as much. 
Mr. BrancH. That is a little less than 0 times as much; it is more 
an 3 times as much. 
Mr. Kirwan. I know you do not have the figures or records there, 
but I am going to ask you to insert in the record the customers and 


the area served by your company. Is there only one power company 


tl 


in Georgia ? 


Mr. Brancnu. No, sir; there are three companies in Georgia. Ours 
is the largest one. We serve a 50,000-square-mile territory out of 
59,000 square miles, and approximately 500,000 customers directly, 
and another 300,000 indirectly through our cooperatives and munici- 
palities. To the south of us is the Georgia Power & Light Co., a 
wholly independent company from ours, but we are interconnected 
with them, and then there is a private electric utility serving the Sa- 
vannah area known as the Savannah Electric & Power Co., a wholly 
independent company from ours, but also one with which we inter- 
change power. 

Mr. Kirwan. If you do not have the figures now, I would like to 
have you insert in the record how many kilowatts you produced in 
the year 1928. 

Mr. Brancu. I shall be delighted to do that, sir. 

Mr. Krrwan. And also how many farms were electrified in Georgia 
in 1928. 





u and present them to the clerk for the record. 
Mr. Kirwan. Then you have an increase from 1941. I want to know 
your capacity then and the capacity you have now. 
Mr. Brancnu. We will undertake to get those figures for you, sir. 
We will have some difficulty In only 1 of those figures, and that 
; the estimated number of farms that were being served in 1928, for 
reason that I believe our statistics at that time were kept on the 
lential load and not separated as between urban, rural, or farm 
oads We, of course, would not have any such difficulty since 1936, 
=; we now look to the Rural Electrification Administration to furnish 
h data to us. 
Mr. Kirwan. Get them as far back as vou can get them. I would 
happy to have those fieures. ' 


The matter referred to follows :) 


‘ Mr. Brancu. Yes. sir: we shall be delighted to get those figures for 
i 


, ens 
f Fa 
= 1928 { , 
’ + == ¥ 
| 
NOTE Data for 28 is b 1 EEI est at Dat r 194 
, by the Rural Electrification trat 
. Mr. Brancn. Mr. Chairman, may I, before I leave, say that there 
has come to me through the mail this morning from Mr. McClurkin 
) of the Savannah Electric & Power Co. a copy of a written statement 
) which he desires to file on behalf of his company. He is apparent ly 
engaged nA financing session for his company, and he asked me 
present it for him. Lam glad to present it for him. His company 
. has no connection with our company. 1 offer his letter also. 
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Mr. Jensen. You desire that this statement for the Savannah Elec- 
tric & Power Co. be inserted in the record ? 

Mr. Brancu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Again I note a map accompanying this statement 
which, again, I must say we will not put in the record. 

Mr. Brancn. I will so inform Mr. McClurkin. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection the statement from the Savannah 
Electric & Power Co. will be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 
Hon. Ben F. JENSEN, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Interior Department Appropriations, 
House Committee on Appropriations, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN, AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: My name is L. C. 
McClurkin. Iam president of the Savannah Electric & Power Co. of Savannah, 
Ga., which is an independent electric utility serving an area in the southeast 
corner of Georgia approximately 62 miles long and 33 miles wide. This area 
includes the city of Savannah and Chatham County and portions of Effingham, 
Bulloch, Screvin, and Bryan Counties. The opportunity of appearing before you 
to present my company’s views respecting certain appropriations for the South- 
eastern Power Administration is most appreciated. 

It was gratifying to learn through the press that the Department of the 
Interior had revised its request for appropriations and eliminated funds for the 
purpose of constructing transmission lines in Georgia. My company heartily 
endorses the action of the Department of the Interior in eliminating any such 
request, Which, if granted, would have represented a needless duplication of 
existing and proposed facilities; in our opinion the expenditure of funds for such 
purposes would have resulted in an altogether unnecessary additional burden on 
the taxpayers It is our sincere hope that the Congress will not undertake to 
restore any such funds to this Department’s budget. 

With the exception of three REA cooperatives, which receive their power from 
the Georgia Power Co. at delivery points outside of our area, there are no co-ealled 
preierence customers engaged in the distribution and sale of electric energy in 
the company’s service area 

Savannah Electric & Power Co. has not only adequately met all demands for 
electric energy in the territory served by it, but has vigorously promoted the 
increased use of such energy 

Gross additions to the company’s physical facilities during the 5 years ending 
December 31, 1952, amounted to $8,655,000, which exnenditure in that brief 
period was equal to 70.3 percent of the company’s utility plant account as of 
January 1, 1948. The company is ready, willing, and able to expand its facil- 
ities as rapidly as necessary to meet any reasonably anticipated further demands 
in the area: in fact, for the years of 1953 and 1954 the construction program of 
the company, which is already under way, involves an estimated expenditure in 
excess of $6,500,000, and will include the installation of an additional 20,000 
kilowatt steam generating unit at the company’s Riverside plant, increasing the 
company’s installed generating canacitv by about 40 percent. The unit is sched- 
uled for operation in the summer of 1954. 

The company’s system is interconnected with that of the Georgia Power Co. 
through a 110,000-volt transmission line. The present interchange capacity 
on this line is 22.500 kilowatts. Because of the economies afforded by this 
interconnection, customers of both companies have been benefitted. Preliminary 
discussions between the companies have already taken place looking toward 
a further increase in interchange canacity for the purpose of maintaining maxi- 
mum benefits of generating capabilities of both companies. The map which is 
attached indicates the service area of the company and its interconnection with 
the Georgia Power system. 

Although the company obtains none of its energy requirements from Federal 
sources, When, as and if such power is made available to the area, the company 
is willing to afford adequate facilities for its distribution. The other companies 
serving Georgia have heretofore indicated a similar willingness to afford their 
facilities for such purposes, This committal upon the part of the companies 
involved renders any duplication of transmission lines and related expenditure 
of Federal funds by the Southeastern Power Administration totally unnecessary. 
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Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you and the other members of the committee 
for the opportunity to appear and for the courtesies which have been extended 
to me. 

Sincerely yours, 
L. C. McCLurRKIn, President. 


Mr. JENsEN. Congressman Battle, would you like to introduce some- 
body ? 

Mr. Barrie. I think Mr. Martin is the next witness. 

Mr. JENSEN. Congressman Battle, will you state your full name 
for the record ? 

Mr. Barrie. I am Congressman Laurie C. Battle, representing the 
Ninth District of Alabama. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the opportunity of ap pear- 
ing before you here today for the purpose of introducing Mr. Tom 
Martin, of Birmingham. Mr. Martin is a good friend of mine, and 
he is chairman of the board of the Alabama Power Co. He is one 
of our foremost citizens. 

Mr. Martin and the gentlemen accompanying him stand high in 
the esteem of not only the people in my district, but all over Alabama. 
Mr. Martin will present the case for the Alabama Power Co., and I 
appreciate this opportunity of presenting him to the committee at 
this time. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Congressman Battle, and we will be very 
pleased to hear from you, Mr. Martin. 

Mr. Martin. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to have the privilege of having with 
me Mr. Walter Bouldin, who is financial vice president of the Ala 
bama Power Co. and was lately the lawyer who did much of our legal 
work in financing respects. He is now one of the principal officers 
of the company. 

My name is T. W. Martin. TI am chairman of the board of direc 
tors of the Alabama Power Co. I have been engaged in the work of 
this company since the year 1911. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the third appearance of representatives of 
our company in connection with this general program. I appeared 
one time, and Mr. James M. Barry, then president of the company, 
appeared at another time, and I am appearing this time on behalf 
of the company. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we are in accord with the written statement 
which was filed here by Mr. Harllee Branch, Jr., president of the 
Georgia Power Co. 

I have followed his oral statements very carefully, and we agree 
with him in the position he has taken. Therefore, I will not under- 
take to restate the position. 

I should like to have the privilege of filing this brief statement with 
the committee. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection the statement will be filed. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. With the exception of the map. 

Mr. Marttn. I will delete the phrase, “as can be seen from the map 
attached” from the copies I will submit to the committee. Thank you 
very much for the privilege of filing this. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY THOMAS W. MARTIN, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF ALABAMA POWER 
Co., BEFORE SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE HoUuSE COMMITTEE CONSIDERING INTERIOR 
DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, WITH RESPECT TO APPROPRIATIONS REQUESTED 
FOR SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1954 


We are in accord with the written statement filed today by Mr. Harllee Branch, 
president, Georgia Power Co., and we endorse all that he says without taking 
ip the time of the committee in repetition. 

We understand that the Secretary of the Interior has withdrawn the request 
for funds to construct transmission lines by the Southeastern Power Adminis 
tration during the fiscal year 1954 and that at the present time no such lines are 
contemplated. 

We do understand, however, that Southeastern Power Administration, in addi- 
i to an appropriation for operation and maintenance, is seeking an appro 
riation of $200,000 for the fiscal year 1954 for preliminary engineering prepara 
tory to construction of a high-tension transmission system which would dupli 
cate existing systems of this company and its associate companies, 

Chairman Jensen of the House committee at the hearing on March 4, 1953 (p. 

14 of printed hearings), pointed out to the witness, Leavy, “that the revised 
budget does not provide for any funds for new construction.” 

The requested appropriation of $200,000 has, therefore, no sound basis for being 
in this appropriation bill. This is fully emphasized by the statement of the wit- 
ness, Leavy (p. 345), seeking to justify this item that— 

Chere were also proposed facilities for the tying together, physically, of these 
Government projects so that the operation of the projects could be integrated, 
and that is something that we have felt would be desirable, irrespective of 
ther the companies agree to wheel or not. The advance planning money 
which is requested would be devoted to preliminary planning on these various 

pes of facilities. It would include necessary engineering calculations, board 
studies, and studies of operations of the various plants, and preliminary surveys 
in order to determine the best line locations and to determine the terrain which 
must be followed in order that some sound apprais:il could be made of the cost 
of the facilities and of the economic and engineering benefits.” 
Surveys or planning of lines, and the data to be obtained bv such surveys and 

inning would be valuable only if such lines were eventually built, and we oppose 
such appropriation, for we are convinced that the building of such lines, would 
ot only be wasteful and unnecessary, but would be a long step toward the 


nationalization of our industry in the Southeast. 

Alabama Power Co. is associated with three other electric companies in ad 
j g States, namely Georgia Power Co., Gulf Power Co., and Mississippi Power 
Co. The systems of these companies constitute the integrated Southern Co. 
electric system in Alabama, Georgia, Florida, and Mississippi, these companies 
having been integrated with respect to their power supply and transmission 

tems for a great many years. High-voltage transmission lines of these com- 
s extend to, or are closely adjacent to, every site where Federal multipurpose 
hydroelectric developments exist, or have been proposed, in their service area. 

\labama Power Co. operates an electric generating, transmission, and dis 
tribution system which provides the electric power requirements of the public 
n st of the State of Alabama, except the Tennessee Valley Authority area. 

As for generating capacity, the company has 6 large hydro plants and 4 large 
steam plants with a present installed capacity of 1,129,700 kilowatts. Generating 
plant additions now under construction which will come in service in 1953, 1954, 
and 1955 will add 406,250 kilowatts and will bring the total installed capacity of 
\labyma Power Co. to 1,535,950 kilowatts. Of this total 981,450 kilowatts, or 
nearly 64 percent has or will have been built since 1940. 

We believe that we have been alert to the power needs of our service area and 
that we are taking care of those needs. The same can be said of our associated 
companies in Georgia, Florida, and Mississippi. 

\labama Power Co serves directly over 500,000 customers, of which over 100, 
000 are rural. In addition to the customers served directly, the company also 
sells electric energy at wholesale to one small privately owned utility, 10 munici- 
palities, and 12 REA cooperatives; and it supplies to Alabama Electric Co- 
operative, Inc., a generating and transmitting cooperative, the latter's power re- 
quirements in excess of the power generated by it. 
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As an illustration of an unnecessary duplication of transmission facilities, 
the appropriation requested by the Department of the Interior for the fiscal 


R vear ending June 30, 1953, included an item of $25,000 for planning a 115 kilo 
R volt transmission line and terminal facilities extending from Jim Woodruff 
D Dam, 42 miles to serve Alabama Electric Cooperative, Inc., and Wiregrass Ele 


trie Cooperative, both of which are served by Alabama Power Co. We are not 
advised whether the item of $25,000 is included in the $200,000 requested ; and 
ve submit that to the extent that this item of $25,000 is unexpended, it should 
- be rescinded. 

The company also has an extensive transmission system connecting this area 


‘ Southeast Alabama with its generating plants and transmission facilities, and 
has under construction a high capacity 110,000-volt line to connect its Webb 

? transmission substation with the River Junction steam plant of Gulf Power 
Co. Alabama Power Co. also has under construction a 250,000-volt transmission 

ne from its Barry steam plant at Mobile to Pinckard substation which will pro 

vide an additional source of supply to southeast Alabama. The Jim Woodruff 


Dam will have no firm power and this line would also supply power to firm up 
the Jim Woodruff power more economically than any other source existing or 
in prospect. 

These existing and proposed facilities of Alabama Power Co. and Gulf Powe 

Co. are entirely adequate, and will be adequate to transmit and deliver to prefe 
ence customers and to firm up all power from Jim Woodruff Dam which may be 
allocated to them by Southeastern Power Administration up to the full capacity 
of the Jim Woodruff Dam. 

On August 12. 1952, Alabama Power Co. offered to use its existing facilities 
and those under construction for delivery of power from Jim Woodruff Da 
to preference customers, and for this purpose offered to execute a contract of the 

pe submitted to Southeastern Power Administration by Georgia Power Co 
accomplish similar purposes in the State of Georgia. Such proposed contra 
n our opinion, not only complies with the terms of applicable law but also, if 
accepted, would effectuate the policies of Congress, including delivery of power 
to preference customers, in the most efficient and economical manner possible 
We shall continue to urge acceptance of such proposal. 

In view of all the facts we respectfully submit that the requested appropriatior 
should be denied 

ALABAMA Power Co., 
By THoMAS W. MARTIN, 
Chairman of the Board 


JIM WOODRUFF DAM 


Mr. Martin. Now, Mr. Chairman, our opposition goes largely, 
therefore, to this item of $200,000, and, perhaps, there may be in 
volved in it, but I am not certain, the item of $25,000 heretofore ap 
propriated for the purpose of a line for the beginning of surveys to 
determine on a line from what is known as Jim Woodruff Dam into 
southeast Alabama. 

It is not clear to us just what relation that item has to this $200,000 
It was a separate item in the previous appropriation bill. 

To the extent that it may be involved, let me address myself to that 
more specifically. 

Let me call your attent ion of the location of the Jim Woodruff Dam 
for the moment. 

If you will look at the map of Alabama, and then at the map of 
Florida below you will see there is a plant called River Junction. 
That is a steam plant, and it is just below Jim Woodruff Dam. U1 
fortunately Woodruff Dam is not indicated here, but it is within 2 
miles of River Junction. It is right here | indicating], Mr. Chair 
man. Woodruff Dam is just 2 miles above that. 

The Gulf Power Co. owns the River Junction plant, one of the 
companion companies of our group. It is a large, efficient, modern 

30433—53—pt. 4 24 
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steam plant, and its first unit of 40,000 kilowatts is in operation, and 
from that system power has been supplied to the United States for 
construction purposes at the Woodruff Dam. 

Mr. Marrin. Now, we serve that area of southeast Alabama from 
our Alabama power system, and you will see from this m: ap that there 
are 2 lines on the Alabama system that come down into Florida and 
interconnect as a continuing line with the Gulf Power Co. 

As you go ic Georgia, the Georgia Power Co. has a line into that 
area too. Then the Florida Power Corp. likewise has a line into that 
particular area, and there is not any place on these systems where 
there is a more comp ylete service, whether for the delivery of power 
or to take power from this particular area. 

This River Junction steam plant was planned long years ago, and 
was built, and several of hens. companies take some of the power and 
deliver some power to that area. 

Now. ve ‘ntlemen, there are lines therefore out of this River Junction 
plant running into Alabama. A 42-mile line is proposed out of this 
Jim Woodruff Dam to go into Alabama at a cost of $1,144,000 in the 
budget heretofore considered by the committee, although it is not, I 
understand, presently to be authorized. Now, that line if it were built 
would parallel practically every foot of the way the lines of the Ala- 
bama Power Co. and the Gulf Power Co. into that area 

Mr. Jensen. That matter is out of the window now. 

Mr. Martin. i sir: but I am talking about the $25,000 which 
may or may not be left, and we cannot tell from this record whether 
it is left for the purpose of surveying or laying out such a line. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. I do not quite understand where you get the figure of 
$25,000, Mr. Martin. ‘There is an item in the bill for $200,000 for 
planning. Now, then, let us look at the justifications. That is in the 
1953 budget. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir 

Mr. Jensen. Are you concerned about the fact that there may be 
unobligated funds in the 1953 appropriations which might be used 
for planning this line that you object to? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, that is true, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Martin. Now, there is a contract, a tentative arrangement pro- 
posed, between the Southeastern Power Administration and a cooper- 
ative called the Alabama Electric Cooperative to t: ake power from this 
source, to wit, Jim Woodruff Dam. 

Now, just let me say this to you, the Jim Woodruff Dam, which is 
being built at a very large cost to the Government, will have no firm 
power as we have been told, not any firm power. 


SEPA PLANNING MONEY 


Mr. Jensen. Let me ask you this question at. this point: In your 
opinion is there any need for planning money for the Southe: astern 
Power Administration in the 1954 bill? 

Mr. Martry. No: there is not any need for it, Mr. Chairman, and 
I will be glad to go into that. It was covered so fully by Mr. Branch 
that I did not undertake to go into.it, but there is no need for it. 

Mr. Jensen. In your area? 
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Mr. Martin. Yes, in our area. 

Mr. JENSEN. I think Mr. Branch testified to that effect also, did 
you not, Mr. Branch ¢ 

Mr. Brancu. Yes; I did. 

Mr. Jensen. In the case of Georgia ? 

Mr. Brancu. Yes. I also suggested that because of the proposals 
made by the other utilities I say no reason for it in any area in the 
Southeast. 

ADEQUATE POWER-PRODUCING FACILITIES 


Mr. Martin. There are two co-ops that have identified themselves 
with this and are served from this area. One is the AEC, the Ala 
bama Electric Cooperative, and the other is the Wiregrass Klectric 
Cooperative. We serve both of them very largely. With respect 
to the AEC we served them last year, in addition to their own little 
generating plants, over 100 million kilowatt-hours at the average rate 
of 5.6 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Jensen. The rate was set by your rate making commission of 
the State ¢ 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; approved by the commission. 

Mr. Jensen. And approved by the rate making commission / 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir, the Public Service Commission approved the 
contract. 

It is delivered at two different points to that AEC. That is the 
cooperative that is principally concerned with the negotiations for 
power from the Jim Woodrutl Dam, but, Mr. Chapman, there is not 
any firm power there. There never will be, because that dam will be 
flooded out completely at seasons of the year, either 1 or 2 every year. 
It is so recognized by the Chief of Engineers, and it is so recognized 
by the head of the Southeastern Power Administration. All, there 
fore, that there is is secondary power, but whatever it is, it must bear 
the burden of meeting whatever cost is attached to that power. 

We have heretofore engaged in quite a discussion about the cost of 
that power. We have no idea what price has been quoted on that 
power to these two cooperatives. We have no information on the 
subject, but we have calculated it in our way, and based upon the 
formula used by the Corps of Engineers for annual charges, 4.6 per 
cent, we figure the cost cannot be less than 1 cent a kilowatt-hour for 
secondary power, the only power there is there. 

Now, if we add to that the cost incident to a transmission line, such 
as has been discussed, 42 miles, and another transmision line at the 
end of the 42 miles to get it to a load _— at a town called Opp we 
finally get to a figure which is nearly 1144 cents a kilowatt-hour, just 
to get the power there. 

Now, gentlemen, I mentioned that because it is so unnecessary in this 
particular little area to build a line or even survey the building of a line 
where there are all of these transmission lines in the immediate neigh- 
borhood of the Jim Woodruff Dam of the Florida Power Corporation, 
the Gulf Power Co. and the Alabama Power Co. which could deliver 
to preference customers every kilowatt-hour generated. 

Mr. Jensen. Let me ask you this question: You say that there are 
adequate power producing facilities and transmission facilities in your 
area to adequately serve all of the people in that area at the pres- 
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ent time, and you go a little further and state, I presume, that should 
the load growth be such that new power ‘product ing facilities and trans- 


mission facilities are found necessary that your company will furnish 
such facilities and continue to furnish adequate power and trans- 
ml = facilities to the people in your area ? 


. Martin. Yes, sir; without any equivocation whatsoever that is 
true. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 

Mr. Marrin. I should like to add that in addition to the several 
lines shown on the map, we are building at Mobile, on the western part 
of our territory, a new steam plant, at a cost of over $40 million. It 
is laid out for 1 million kilowatts, and we are installing two units of 
125,000 kilowatts, each, 1 this vear, and 1 next, and we are building in 
this particular southeastern area a new high tension line of 230,000 
volts as indicated on this map. We are building a 230,000-volt line 
from Mobile, the Barry steam plant at Mobile to this particular area, 


\. # l ] 


to deliver power which is far in excess of what this particular area 


Now. centlemen, vou seemed interested in discussing with Mr. 
Branch the question of plant capacity Our company as a whole 
I a great part of the State of Alabama, leaving the Tennessee 


Valley out as indicated. Our company has in service today a total 


CADACITYN oft Be lt 99 TOU | K lowatts 


We have over 1,100,000 kilowatts in plants existing r today, and 
will build new and additional plants between now or the end of 
1955 that will brine the total installed e: apacity to more than 1,500,000 
kilowatts. Of this, 981,000, or about sixty-four percent has been 


installed since 1940. 

Last year, gentlemen, our system generation was 61,4 billion kilo- 
watt hours. Of that. we sold, after leavine out the losses—with the 
losses subtracted—over 5.8 billion kilowatt-hours in our area. 

Gentlemen, we are building well in advance of requirements and we 
are building with the largest type of most efficient units that are 
manufactured today. 

We started a new steam plant recently, the first unit of which is at 
Gorgas, where vou visited, Congressman Fenton, and this single unit 
will be operating at 170,000 kilowatts. We take advantage of all of 
the improvements and changes in the art and science research that 
may be available 


CUSTOMERS 


We have over 500.000 customers, of which 100,000 are rural—over 
100,000 are rural. We serve 12 REA cooperatives and we supply most 
of the power to the Alabama Electric Cooperative, over 100 million 
kilowatt-hours last year alone. We serve a privately owned utility 
in south Alabama and we serve 10 municipalities. These, grouped 
together, run perhaps another 100,000 customers. 


PARALLEL LINES 


Gentlemen, we feel that any building of lines, or any planning of 
lines that have to do with so-called grid systems will parallel our 
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lines, because we have lines—major lines—that actually, as a matter 
of fact, touch every site on which is proposed to build multiple type 
of dams by the Federal Government. If they are not right there, 
hey are within immediate proximity. It just happens that our lines 
ave been built over the years and years to fully serve our State, and 
far in advance, with high-voltage lines. We have large coal reserves, 
backed up by steam plants. We have the most efficient, and I will say 
t deliberately, type of coal producing operation ana coal Ih ning 
operation in Alabama of any coal-producing company In Alabama. 
We use the most modern t\ pe « f equipmie nt in our coal mines and we 
operate at the lowest cost. I do not believe there is any coal producing 
company 1h our area that can equal the low cost of o Ir company mn 


Lit 


producing coal] at our mine at Gorgas. I simply mention that, gent 
nen, asa part of the general overall picture. 
Gentlemen, [ do appreciate the privilege of appearing here, and I 


will answer any questions you care to ask me. 


\Ir. FEN IN. | am very lappy that Mh Martin is here tod \ ind 
es nk they have a oreat s\ stem down there, from what | Ov erve B 
ind all I ear “av to you gentlh n, is to keep your sights pa keep 
I iting 


Mii MARTIN. Thank vou very much for those words 


POWER SALES 


Mr. Kirwan. | understood you to say you sold 6 billion kilowatts 
last veal é 

Mr. Martin. Five and eight-tenths billion. 

Mr. Kirwan. I wish you would insert in the record at t 
what you sold in 1941 and what vou sold in 1932. 

Mr. Martie. All right, sir, we will do that. 

The matter referred to follow 3:) 


RURAL CUSTOMERS 


Mr. Kirwan. And I believe you said that of the 500,000 customers 
you served last year, 100,000 of them were rural ? 

Mr. Martin. Let me amplify that to this extent. In our service 
to rural customers, if they run as high as 15 to the mile, they become 
urban customers. Actually, the rural customers that we serve ovet 
the years have been greatly in excess of 100,000, by using that classi- 
fication. There are something over 100,000 rural customers. 

Mr. Kirwan. Insert, if you will, the number of rural customers 
you were serving back in 1932. 

Mr. Martin. We began the effort to serve rural customers under a 
cooperative arrangement in about 1924, with Alabama Polytechni 
Institute. the Farm Bureau, and ourselves. There was very little 
equipment that we could find that the farmers could use and we built 
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experimental lines and we did a great deal of preliminary work over 

the years, and it has extended throuch the years and years, and we 

have had to build up that work. We have been very active in it. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


Alabama Powe r Co 
13:2 | 1941 1952 


I isto 5 TOR R115 194, 118 


} er rural tome re rhban customers 204 7, 208 24, 957 
1At De 


Mr. Fenton. I would like to ask Mr. Martin what percentage of the 
farms in Alabama are now electrified. 
wei Martin. I asked that question the other day of an official of 


the company who had supervisi ion of that work, and the answer is that 
of the y n our service area over 95 percent either have service, or 
it is available to them on request. I am not spe aking for the cooper: A- 


tives in that area, as I cannot answer that question as it applies to 
them. 

Mr. Fenvon. Do you supply the cooperatives? 

Mr. Marriy. Yes, sir; we supply them wholesale 

Ja Fenton. |] just wanted to know what percentage of the farms 

Alabama were electrified. 

"Mee Martin. Over 95 percent of those in our service area, or avail- 
able to our lines, have service. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Martin, in your area will it be necessary for us to 
appropriate any money to the Southeastern Power Administration for 
wheeling fees or for purchase of energy ? 

Mr. Martin. Nothing whatever. There is no arrangement by which 
we could be obligated to carry on that sort of a service ; no relationship. 


GULF POWER CO.’S SERVICE AREA 


Mr. Jensen. We will next hear from Mr. J. F. Crist, president of 
he Gulf Power Co., with headquarters in Pensacola, Fla., who desires 
to oe a state — on this matter. 

Mr. Crist. Mr. Chairman. and members of the committee, my name 
is J. F C rist. r am president of the Gulf Power Co., with head- 
quarters in Pensacola, Fla. 

Our company serves 10 northwest Florida counties and we serve 
directly some 63.000 customers, and indirectly, about 16,000 more cus- 
tomers through 4 rural electric cooperative associations and through 1 
small nonaffiliated utility company. 

(Disenssion off the record.) 

The Gulf Power Co. is 1 of the 4 operating companies of the Southern 
Co. system, which you have heard described before this morning. It 
is operated as a part of the integrated Southern Co. system. 


ADEQUATE POWER 


Our company and its three associated operating companies, have 
always met every requirement for power in our area. We have met 
those requirements promptly and adequately. Our companies—all of 
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them—give good service at reasonable rates and our standings are high 
in every community which we serve. 


JIM WOODRUFF DAM 


[ want to make my statement very brief, because you gentlemen 

were good enough to hear me last year and year be fore las t on this 
ime subject, when we came in to oppose the construction of trans 

mission lines into the Jim Woodruff area. Of course, I understand 
those lines are out of the picture at the present time, but I do under- 
tand there is still $200,000 left in for preliminary planning and what 
we call preconstruction. 

If any of that $200,000 is for the planning of transmission lines into 

Jim Woodruff area, we wish now to go on record as opposing it, 
on the grounds that those lines are not necessary, because the job of 
effecting the widest possible use of Jim Woodruff power ean be done 
better and at less expense through the use of the facilities of the pri 
vately owned utility companies in the area. 

Mr. Chairman, because of your statement as to the expense of 
producing a map, I am not going to offer this map as an exhibit, but 
I would like to pass it around and have you look at it, if you will, and 
I can talk from the map. 

This map is a map of the Gulf Power Co. service area. You will 
see the Jim Woodruff project over on the right-hand side of the map. 
This is Jim Woodruff Dam right on that pink section. Jim Wood 
ruff Dam, itself, is the small red rectangular section, and 2 miles 
downstream from the project is the Gulf Power Co.’s River Junction 
steam plant, which Mr. Martin described to you a few moments ago. 
That plant is now producing 40,000 kilowatts of firm power, and by 
the end of this year, it will be producing 80,000 kilowatts of firm 
ower, 

If vou will note the line that comes into the River Junction-Jim 
Woodruff area, you can see Mariana a bit to your left, that is a 115,000 
volt line, and over that line, our company has supplied all the re 
quirements needed for construction of the Jim Woodruff siaheets and 
we will continue to supply that power just as long as it is needed. 
I want to mention to you that the capacity of that line, just that line 
alone. is more than sufficient to e arry all of the power which will 
be produced at the Jim Woodruff project. Please note, also, to the 
east of Jim Woodruff and River Junction, the line with the arrow 
on the end, belonging to the Florida Power Corp. That also is a 
115,000-volt line, and in a few minutes Mr. Clapp will testify as to that 
and other transmission lines in his area. 

In addition to those lines, please note the dotted lines, and vou 
will see the line which runs northeast from Panama City. That line 
is a 115,000-volt line, which runs right into the Jim Woodruff area 
and it will connect with our River Junction plant, which is only 2 
miles downstream from Jim Woodruff. Note, also, the lines running 
southeast from the Alabama State line. That line will interconnect 
with the 115,000-volt transmission system of the Alabama Power Co. 
Note. also. the line that runs almost due east when it leaves River 
Junction. It is also a 115,000-volt line which will connect with the 
Georgia Power Co. system and that line will run on into Moultrie, 
Ga., whic h is served by the Georgia Power Co. Each of these lines 
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will terminate at the River Junction plant, in the shadow of the Jim 
Woodruff project. 

I only mention all those lines to show you that the Jim Woodruft 
irea will be virtually a hub of transmission lines and that, certainly 
ho appropriation Is hecessary for planning any more tTrahsmission 


SERVING REA 


Mr. Wy NSEN. Do you wheel power ¢ 

Mr. Crist. No, sir, we do not wheel power. 

Mr. Ji NSEN. Do vou have the REA in that area / 

Mr. Crisr. Yes, sir. We serve them directly. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have a contract with them / 

Mr. Crist. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Of how many years! 

Mr. Crisr. They are 5-year contracts. 

Mr. Jensen. And that contract is satisfactory’ There has been 
ho objection to it? 

Mr. Crrsr. It is mutually satisfactory, so far as I know. We have 
airways given them all the power they needed. Ve have reduced the 
rate to them from 1.24 cents per kilowatt-hour in 1940 to 0.72 cents 
per kilowatt-hour at the present time. 

Mr. Jensen. In that connection, let me ask this question: Should 
the Southeastern Power Administration receive any money in this 
ippropriation for 1954 for wheeling fees or for purchase of energy ? 

Mr. Crist. It would be utterly unnecessary, Mr. Chairman, so far 


as the area of which I speak is concerned. 


GULF POWER CO.’S NEGOTIATIONS WITH SEPA 


May I tell you, briefly, the status of our negotiations with the South 
astern Power Acininistration ¢ 

Originally, Gulf Power Co, was a party to the proposal made by all 
of our Southern Co. group 3 years ago, in which we offered to dis- 
tribute, without profit, power from the Federal reservoir projects 
within our service area. That was the so-called Georgia proposal, 
and under it, the widest possible distribution of power from Federal 
reservoir projects could be accomplished at the lowest possible cost, 
because that proposal entails the use of existing transmission net- 
works, without profit to the owners of those networks. It also pro- 
vides the only logical means of firming up the power in the Federal 
reservoir projects and also provides a market for all types of power 
that will be produced by the Federal reservior projects. 

Last August. we wrote the Southeastern Power Administration, 
reiterating our offer to take power from the Jim Woodruff project 
under the Georgia-type proposal. On January 28, more than 6 
months later, we had an acknowledgement of our letter from the 
Administrator and he rejected our proposal. We responded to his 
letter on February 16. 

Mr. JENSEN. What year? 1953? 

Mr. Crist. Our original letter was written to him in August 1952 
and he replied January 28, 1953, and we replied to him on February 
16, 1953. 








ovo 


These letters are very short and I would like to offer them for thi 
record, if I may. 


Mr. Jensen. Without objection, they will be inserted in the record 
it this point. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

Avuaustr 8&8, 1052 
Mr. CHARLES W. LEAvy 
Administrator, Southeastern Power Administration, Elberton, Ga 

Derar Mr. Leavy In Mareh of 1950 Gulf Power Co., together with its associated 
ompanies in the Southern Co, group, submitted to the Southeastern Power Ad 

iinistration a proposal for the purchase and delivery over their respective sys 
ems to preference customers power from Clark Hill and other Federal reser 

oir projects under construction or planned for construction within or near 
their service areas 

At the request of the Department of the Interior the scope of this proposal 
vas shortly thereafter limited so as to provide for such purchase and delivet 
by Georgia Power Co. of power from Clark Hill. Since that time Georgia Power 
Co. has been attempting to negotiate such an agreement 

Gulf Power Co. has furnished construction power for the Jim Woodruff Dam 
project since the inception of the project and our existing transmission system 
plus additions which will shortly be completed, will permit systemwide delivery 
of Jim Woodruff power to preference customers. 

Since this project is nearing completion we believe that the Administration 
will now be receptive to proposals for the purchase of power to he produced 
there. I therefore suggest that we meet with you at such time and place as you 
inay designate for the purpose of negotiating and consummating such an agree 
ment 

Our company is willing to purchase such power generated at Jim Woodruff 
Dam as may be allocated to our service area under the terms of the proposs 
Georgia Power Co. contract. We feel that any question as to the conformity 
of this proposal with congressional policies regarding the disposition and hat 


‘ 


ling of power generated by Federal reservoir projects was eliminated in the 
recent Senate debate on your Administration’s request for appropriation 
I believe that we can work out the details of the agreement promptly and 
would appreciate your letting me know when and where we may get together 
to discuss the matter. 
Yours sincerely, 
JAMES F, Orist, President. 


JANUARY 28, 1953. 
Mr. JAMEs F. Crist, 
President, Gulf Power Co. 
Pensacola, Fla. 


oe 

Administration received from your company and from the Georgia and Alabama 
Power Cos. substantially identical letters with reference to the March 24, 1950, 
offer made by the Georgia Power Co. in behalf of itself and its associated com 
panies to purchase all power from Government reservoir projects in the area 
Despite the fact that the offer had long before been rejected by the Southeastern 
Power Administration and the Georgia Power Co. so notified on several occasions, 
the letters volunteered a reminder that the offer had been made so as to apply 
not only to the Clark Hill project but also to the Jim Woodruff project 

To preclude any possibility of a misunderstanding on your part, it may be neces 
sary to point out, although the matter would appear to be self-evident, that the 
disposal of Jim Woodruff power is subject to the same requirements of law as 
the disposal of Clark Hill power. The Southeastern Power Administration is 
no more able with respect to Jim Woodruff than with respect to Clark Hill to 
contract away the rights oi public bodies and cooperatives who wish to purchase 
power from the Government, or to give to your company that preference in the 
sale of power which is by law given to public bodies and cooperatives. 

Sincerely yours, 


My Drar Mr. Crist: During the month of August 1952, the Southeastern Power 


CHas. W. LEAVY, Administrator 
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FEBRUARY 16, 1953. 
Mr. Cuas. W. LEAVy, 
idministrator, Southeastern Power Administration, Elberton, Georgia. 

Dear Mr. Leavy: I have your letter of Jamuary 28, 1953, in response to our 
letter of August 8, 1952, which reiterated our willingness to contract with your 
\dministration with respect to power to be produced at the Jim Woodruff project 
under similar terms to those proposed by the Georgia Power Co. for the Clark 
Hill project. 

Surely you must know that this proposal does not, as you state, require you to 
“contract away the rights of public bodies and cooperatives who wish to purchase 
power from the Government.” Under the proposal we would furnish at our own 
expense all necessary facilities to deliver power from Jim Woodruff, as firmed up 
by our own generating plants, to preference customers designated by the Govern 
ment, and we would deliver such power at whatever price the Government 


charges us plus only the “barebone” cost of transmitting it. All of this is fully 
set out in the letter of January 10, 1953, written by Mr. Harllee Branch, Jr., 
president of Georgia Power Co., to Secretary Chapman in response to the latter’s 


letter of January 2, 1953. 

The Interior Department proposes that the Government take over our cus- 
tomers and the responsibility for supplying not only their present but their future 
needs. This means inevitably the expansion of the Government’s generating 
and transmission facilities including the construction of steam generating plants 
to supplement waterpower sources. In other words you would nationalize that 
part of the electric power industry serving this particular class of our citizens. 
Regardless of choice of language that is the fundamental issue. 

Our proposal is so obviously advantageous to the “preference customer” and 
to the power-producing value of these projects (especially in the instance of the 
Jim Woodruff project which can produce no dependable power at all) that it is 
difficult to understand why it is unacceptable. If you are determined to put the 
Southeastern Power Administration into the electric distribution business 
throughout this area, regardless of cost to consumer or taxpayer, would it not 
be fair for you to so state in order that the issue may be clear to everyone 
concerned ? 

Yours sincerely, 
J. F. Crist, President. 
POWER SALES 


Mr. Crist. Rural electric cooperatives and governmental agencies 
account for 24 percent of our company’s total sales. That is a rather 
large percentage, and they account for 12 percent of our company’s 
total revenues. Those are shown in this exhibit. I suppose those 
rural electrification associations and governmental agencies are re- 
garded as fair game by the Southeastern Power Administration; vet 
we have always supplied them with adequate service, at reasonable 
rates. 

I have here one sheet which I want to offer, which shows how the 
average price paid to our company by rural electric cooperatives has 
declined steadily from 1.24 cents in 1940 to 0.72 cents in 1952. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it will be received for the record at 
this point. 


' 
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(The matte! referred to follows :) 


Gulf Power Co Annual whole sale-power sales to RE A-financed electri 
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Mr. Crisr. In conclusion, may I respectfully urge this committee to 
appropriate no funds for planning of facilities in the Jim Woodrutt 
area and no funds for the purchase of power and rental of facilities 
in connection with that project. Such appropriations would be waste 
ful and unnecessary and could only lead to the duplication of existing 
facilities. 

Mr. Chairman, the Mississippi Power Co. is one of our associated 
companies in the Southern Co. group and Mr. L. P. Sweatt, of Gulf 
port, Miss.. 1s the president of that company. He was unable to be 
here today, but he hasa very brief written statement of only two pages, 
and I would like to offer that for the record, if I may. 

Mr. JENSEN. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

STATEMENT OF THE Missrssrprpr1 Power C'o., Marcu 31, 1953 

It is our understanding that the SEPA is requesting an appropriation of 
$200,000 for fiscal year 1954 for preliminary planning in connection with future 
transmission-line construction We believe that such an appropriation is not 
necessary and should not be granted 

Mississippi Power Co., which I represent, is a privately owned electric utility 


which generates, transmits, and distributes electric energy in the 23 counties of 
southeast Mississippi At present it employs 639 people and is furnishing electric 


service at retail to 88,502 customers At the end of 1952 the company’s invest- 
ment in electric facilities amounted to $46,121,178. Present plans call for an 
expenditure of $21,608,000 for new construction during the years 1953-55 in- 
clusive. This includes additional heavy duty transmission lines and additional 
steam electric generating capacity 

Mississippi Power Co. furnishes the wholesale power requirements of all 
REA-financed cooperatives who are also distributing electric energy to farms 
and rural homes in southeast Mississippi. There are 6 such cooperatives, and 
they have 23 separate sources of power from Mississippi Power Co. In the 
calendar year 1952 their power purchases totaled 74,189,872 kilowatt-hours which 
cost them an average of 6 mills per kilowatt-hour 
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Since its organization Mississippi Power Co. has actively assisted in the 
industrial, agricultural, and general economic development of its territory. 
lburing the past 10 years the company has assisted in locating 97 new industries 
n various communities in which it operates. 


Mississippi Power Co. pays a substantial portion of its revenue for the finan- 
cial support of local, State, and national governments For the vear 1952 total 
taxes amounted to $3,172,252 or 29.2¢ of each dollar of its gross revenue. 

Mississippi Power Co. is 1 of 4 operating companies associated with the South 
ern ¢ The others are Alabama Power Co., Georgia Power Co., and Gulf 
The generating plants of these four companies are interconnected 

th heavy duty transmission lines and from a power supply standpoint are 
operated as one integrated system. 

\s mentioned before, the SEPA has requested an appropriation of $200,000 for 
the 1954 fiscal year. This appropriation, SEPA states, is for plans to construct 
transmission lines in the future. some of which would be in the territory served 
by our associated companies. Such transmission lines are not needed to dis 
tribute power from flood-control projects to preference customers. Under the 
pending offers of our associated companies they will distribute surplus power 
generated at all flood control projects in their territory to preference customers. 
This will be done with the companies’ own transmission lines from the site of 
such projects to the preference customers 

Since no SEPA transmission lines will be needed, any expenditures for plan- 
ning such lines would be a waste of public funds. 

Therefore, we oppose the appropriation of funds for the planning of such lines. 

L. P. Sweatt, 
President, Mississippi Power Co., Gulfport, Miss. 


= 


POWER CAPACITY 


Mr. Kirwan. I wish you would put into the record at this point the 
same information WW hieh I have requested of the rest of the companies. 
That is, what you are producing today in kilowatts, what you were 
producing in the year 1940, and what you were producing in 1932, and 
how many rural customers that have electricity in that area. 

Mr. Crist. I will be elad to furnish that, Mr. Kirwan. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


MISSISSIPPI POWER CO 
| 
Annual {| Input into 
maximum system, 
demand, | kilowatt 
kilowatts hours 
1932 23, 993 103, 725, 735 
104 4) HOE 198, 814, 899 
1952 139, 100 712, 880, 976 
GULF POWER CO 
1932 6, 925 25, 999, S61 
194 15, 339 66, 697, 119 
1952 102, 000 483, 584, SOG 


FARM ELECTRIFICATION IN FLORIDA 


Mr. Fenton. I would like to ask the same question as to the per- 
centage of farms that are electrified in Florida. 

Mr. Crist. At June 30, 1952, there were 79 percent, and at the 
present time, I would estimate it is over 80 percent. 





COST OF NEW LINI 


Mr. Fenron. | notice vou are going to build a line from your River 
Junction plant down to Panama City. How far isthat? 

Mir. Crist. It is about 60 miles. 

Mr. FENTON. What will be the cost of that line. if | Thy ask ¢ 

Mr. Crist. I have the exact figure on the cost of that line, and it 

$728,124. 

Mr. Fenton. Thank Vou. | just wanted to ask that for conmiparison 
purposes. 

Mr. Jensen. Does that include related facilities, such as trans 
formers ¢ 

Mr. Crist. Yes, sir: it ineludes terminal facilities. 

Mr. Jensen. And terminal facilities? 

Mr. Crist. That is right. 

I would like to thank you, sir, and the members of the committee 
for your consideration of our situation. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Crist. We are glad to have had you 
with us. 


FLORIDA POWER CORPORATION 


Mr. JENSEN. v. have with us today our good friend and colleague, 
(‘ongressman ec . Herlone. of Florida. We are olad To have you 
with us, Congressman Herlong, and I understand you wish to present 
to the committee the representative of the F lorida Power Corp. who 
wishes to speak in op position to proposed expenditures of the South 
eastern Power Administration / 

Mr. Hertone. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

It is a privilege for me to ail to this committee Mr. W. 

lapp, who is president of the Florida Power Corp. and a real coo, 
personal friend of mine of long years standing. 

Mr. Clapp has a prepared statement and he would like to address 
himself to the committee not only to the general aspects of this prob 
lem but also to the provision of $200,000 planning money which he and 
most of us who have studied this matter feel, that while you have 
done a fine thing in cutting out these duplicating lines, at the same 
time you have told the salesman “No,” you left him with his foot 
in the door by this planning money and you have not gotten rid of 
the salesman. I think Mr. Clapp would like to address himself to 
that particular phase of it, as well as to certain others, which I am 
sure your committee will find of interest. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Congressman Herlong. 

You may proceed, Mr. Clapp. 

Mr. Ciapp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor 
tunity of appearing here, and I would like to state that my company, 
the Florida Power Corp., serves 31 counties in west and central Flor 
ida, and 19 counties through a subsidiary company in south Georgia, 
known as the Georgia Power & Light Co., and the preside nt. of that 
company is here with us today. In the interest of saving time I will 
file a joint statement for the two companies. 

Mr. Jensen. We will be glad to receive the statement, and it will 
be inserted in the record at this point. 











Che matter referred to follows:) 


° 
Sra NT BEFORE THE S OM MI EON I ERIOK DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS 
House ComMMI XN APPROPRIATION Y Froripa Power Corp., iN Opposiri 

» PROPOSED EXPENDIT' s or SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is W. J. Clapp, and I 
am president of the Florida Power Corp., St. Petersburg, Fla. Florida Power 
Corp. is an independent electric utility operating in 31 counties in Florida, and 
ow! nd operates a subsidiary company, the Georgia Power & Light Co., serving 
19 Y in south Gee if 


I appreciate the privilege of appearing before ou to present the views of m\ 


compat n regard to certain appropriations for the Southeastern Power Admin 
istratio s my understanding that the Department of the Interior has re 
vist ts request for appropriations to build transmission lines to handle the 
Powe hich wv he beat J Woodrvff Dar Such revision. as IT under 
stand it, eliminates any request for funds to construct these lines. My company 
heartily approves of the elimination of such funds, and if such funds were in 
cluded, we would oppose them as we have in the past 


The table immediately below, listing the construction expenditures by years 


since World War II of the two companies that I represent, gives you an idea of 
the progress we are making in seeing that adequate power and power-transmissior 


far ties are available to the areas we serve: 

1948 87.851, SOO 
1949 9, 885, 498 
1950 13, 087, 868 
1951 16, O18, 265 
12 25, 473, 799 


We ire pre ud that we have been able to meet the unprecedented demand for 
electricity to serve farms. homes, stores. and industries in our territory Our 


system is interconnected with other southeastern companies into a widely inte 
grated network of transmission lines, which has enabled the entire Southeast to 
operate without the necessity for curtailment of power These interconnections 
h: heen of val to the customers we serve, and to the advantage of all the 
interconnected companies During periods of drought, the companies with a nre 


dominance of steam plants have been able to help those companies and TVA 


The ¢ st¢ e of this vast interconnected system in the Southeast is ev 
denced by the attached Southeast transmission map, which was prepared and 
published by the Federal Power Commissio1 This presently operating in 
terconnecting system eliminates the necessity for anv planning on the part of 
the Southeastern Power Administration for the building of another transmis 
sion svatem 

The power plants at the Federal dams that come under the jurisdiction of 
tl Southeastern Power Administration can 1 he easily connected with this 
‘ated basis, without 
the necessity for any elaborate planning organization. The private utilities 
of the Southeast have been able to perfect this transmission network to a point 
tions } e been most successful, and the plants of the Fed 
i grated into this same functioning organizatior 

Joint studies between the Southeastern Power Administration and the oper 
ati companies nearest to each of the Federal plants can he worked out so 


existing transmission network, and operated on an integ 











t} 1 minimum of expense would be required, and a maximum distribution 
made of the power available from these dams 

My comnanv onposes the appropriation of funds for “Purchase of power and 
rental of facilities” without a detailed explanation of the specific items in 


cluded. The mission of the Southeastern Power Administration is to dispose 
of surplus power and not to go into the power business by guaranteeing firm 
power sonrees. We feel that only such part of this apnropriation should he 
allowed that can he supported by actual contractual evidence. Funds of such 
magnitude, in our opinion, shonld not be appropriated just for the purpose of 
ng into competition with existing private power companies. 

The attached map of the transmission lines of Florida Power Corp. and Georgia 
Power & Light Co., and interconnections with other southeastern companies, il 
trates conclusively that adequate electric transmission facilities are now 


org 


lus 
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nstalled and in operation on an integrated basis, serving all preference cus 
tomers in our service area, 
It will be noticed that a complete ring of 115-kilovolt interconnected lines 
ompasses the area. This ring is owned jointly by the following companies: 


Gulf Power Co., Chattahoochee River west to Florida-Alabama line 

Alabama Power Co., Florida-Alabama line north and thence east to Alabama 
Georgia line. 

Georgia Power Co., Alabama-Georgia line east to Plant Mitchell, and thence 
south to Barneyville 

Florida Power Corp., Barneyville, Ga., to Jasper, Fla., thence west, back to the 
Chattahoochee River. 


Other 110-kilovolt lines are planned for further interconnection within this are 
and existing lower voltage transmission lines are already in use 

The major distribution point that is maintained at River Junction by the 
Gulf Power Co., and at Quincy by Florida Power Corp., facilitates the two con 
panies handling the entire output of the Jim Woodruff Dam without the Go 
ernment having to go to the necessity of building transmission facilities. Suffi 
cient arteries for the disposal of this power are now in existence 

Certainly, the establishment of a point of delivery at the Jim Woodruff Dan 
is the most feasible solution, both from an engineering and an economic stand 
point 

My two companies are now adequately serving all of the preference customers 
that the Southeastern Power Administration is reported to now have contracts 

ith in our service areas, namely 
Suwannee Valley Electric Cooperative, Florida. 
Talquin Electric Cooperative, Florida 
Tri-County Electric Cooperative, Florida 
Okefenoke Rural Electric, Georgia. 

Three-Notch Electric Membership Cooperativé, Georgia. 

Since the facilities now exist for taking the power away from Jim Woodruff 
Dam, and since adequate facilities are now owned and operated by us for serving 
the entire requirements of the above preference customers, I respectfully urge 
this committee to delete all requests for appropriations to carry out planning 

ork by the Southeastern Power Administration In my opinion this is a 
unnecessary expenditure of public funds, as such planning would be for the 


¢ 


iplication of existing facilities, which are now used for serving this area by 
private utility companies. However, if this committee should see fit to approve 
or planning work, IT recommend that the committee write into its report 
inguage which will prohibit the use of such funds for planning transmissior 
nes out of the Jim Woodruff Dam 

I am also here for the purpose of reporting the status of our contract nego 
tiations with the Southeastern Power Administration for t transmission 
iny portion of Jim Woodruff power that might be assigned to the service are 

f the Georgia Power & Li 


Attached to this state 





it Co. and Florida Power Corp 
nent is an exhibit marked “A,” which is copy o i 
etter addressed to the Administrator of the Southeastern Power Administratiot 





February 3, 1852, indicating our willingness and desire to negotiate the 

transmission of power out of Jim Woodruff 

Exhibit B attached, is a letter dated April 22, 1952, from the Southeaster! 
Power Administration’s office, stating that at some later date they would go to 
this matter with us 

Marked “Exhibit C,” is a letter from the administrator dated January 28, 1953 
advising us that they would like to get together with us in St. Petersburg t 
negotiate this matter 

As a result of the above letter of January 28, 1953, we held a meeting wit! 
the Administrator in St. Petersburg on February 24, 1953. At this meeting the 
\dministrator advised us not to make a proposal until the Interior Department 
had determined what their policy would be regarding the so-called Georgia plat 
We were told that we would be expected to transmit a maximum of 20,000 kilo 
watts to REA preference customers in Georgia and Florida. We would have to 
supply these customers when there was any shortage from the project, there being 
anywhere from 4 to 49 days in a year that the project would have no generation, 
and numerous other days when generation would be on a materially reduced basis 
When these preference customers’ requirements exceeded the 20,000 kilowatts 
ivailable from Southeastern Power Administration, we would be expected to 
supply such excess under direct contract with the customer 
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We are now adequately serving these preference customers, and have served 
(hem since their organization 15 to 20 years ago. Since we are going to have 
to firm-up the supply from Southeastern Power Administration, and contrac 
directly with the individual preference customer for their requirements abov« 
20,000 kilowatts, Wwe feel that the most satisfactory arrangement for the custome 
Would be for him to remain our customer for all requirements. We would buy 
from Southeastern Power Administration at Woodruff, and pass all such pur 

hases on to the preference customer designated, at our cost less losses, plus a 
reasonable handling charge 

We are willing and able to transmit for Southeastern Power Administration 
firm-up the supply, and furnish any excess requirements, but feel that the most 
sutisfactory arrangement would be for us to contract with the customer directly 

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful to you and to other members of the committe: 
for the opportunity to appear here, and for the courtesies which have been 
extended to me 





IexHIpir A 
FEBRUARY 3, 1952 
Mr. Ben W. CreEIM, 


l\dministrator, Southeastern Power Administration, Elberton, Ga. 


Dear Mr. CkREIM: It has come to our attention that you have requested the 


sum of $1,284,000 for the purpose of constructing a 115-kilovolt electric transmis 
sion line for a distance of 44 miles between the Jim Woodruff Dam and Talla 
hassee, Fla 

You will recall that when you were in St. Petersburg some months ago and 
visited with Mr. Gilman and myself, we expressed to you then our willingness 
to negotiate the matter of the use of our facilities for the transmission of any 
portion of the Jim Woodruff power to preference customers in our area. 

In order to eliminate needless expenditure of this considerable sum of money, 
duplication of existing facilities, and use of materials which are very critical, 
at this time my company once again would like to offer the use of our facilities 
We would be very glad to meet you at your convenience in order to negotiate 
this matter. 

We know that our present facilities are adequate to handle the volume of 
power that will be available from this source, and we know that the ultimate 


consumer would actually pay less per kilowatt-hour than if all facilities were 


heing furnished by you, or the customer himself. 

We would propose that we transmit Jim Woodruff power to the REA prefer 
ence customers designated by you in the amounts turned over to us at the dam, 
less loss involved in the transmission process. Our charge to these preference 
customers would be exactly what you charge us, plus a small amount for 
handling costs 

In view of the fact that the power available out of Jim Woodruff will be a 
small portion of the requirements of our REA customers, we naturally feel that 
his balance should be sold to them under the terms of our evisting contracts 
Further, in view of the fact that we are now serving these REA’s adequately, 
and have through the years built up a considerable investment to serve, we feel 
that these customers should remain our customers, their contracts to be altered 
to give them the benefit of any low-cost power that you might wish us to pass 
on to them from Jim Woodruff. 

From an engineering and economic standpoint, our proposed proposition would 
be the most beneficial arrangement by which the REA’s could take advantage of 
the power that is to be made available to them from the Jim Woodruff Dam. 

This letter is being sent to you in order that my company may be on record 
as to its willingness to cooperate in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 


W. J. Crapp, President. 





Exureit B 
APRIL 22, 1952. 
Mr. W. J. CLAPP, 
President, Florida Power Corp., St. Petersburg, Fla. 
Dear Mr. Crapp: IT wish to reply to your letter of February 3, addressed to 
Mr. Ben W. Creim, this agency’s late Administrator. In the letter you asked 
Mr. Creim to recall a conference in St. Petersburg at which you expressed to 
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your Willingness to negotiate the use of your facilities for the transmission 
int Woodruff power to preference customers in your area. Your letter then 
tes that you would like again to offer the use of your facilities, and goes on 
propose an arrangement under which your company would purchase 
wdrulf power at the dam for transmission and resale to rural electric coopera 
ves—this arrangement to be substituted both for the transm/’ssion facilities 
amed by the Southeastern Power Administration and for a direct purchase 
Jim Woodruff power from the Government by the cooperatives 


rhe specific arrangement you propose is not acceptable, in that, among 


it contemplates a priority of power sales to a nonpreferred agency hic 

ild abridge the right of preferred agencies to pure hase power airect ir 
e Government if they so desire, and controverts the expre d intent of law and 
neressional policiy that preference in the sale of power shall be given by the 
Southeastern Power Administration to public bodies and cooperatives. Essentia 
dentical arrangements proposed by other power companies have een re 
itedly rejected by Southeastern both in conference and by letter, and ou 
osition on such arrangements have been made as wide ki n as poss ‘ 
hrough testimony before the committees of the Congress and in public state 


ents 


Although the specific arrangement you propose must likewise be rejected, I 





n glad to have your general expression of willing neg ite a use of your 
facilities and to cooperate in the matter of Jim iff power disposa 

Utilization of excess capacity in existing privately owned transmission fae 

es and integration of Federal and privately owned plat hrouch proper whee 
ng and firming agreements are basic objectives of Southeastern Power Adm'n's 

ition’s marketing program. Since numerous pref I s in Florida 
have applied to Southeastern for the purchase of Jim Woodruff power from the 
Government and Southeastern has negotiated and re itin ippropriate 
sales commitments, it is our desire to negotiate with vour company as soon as 
ossible for the wheeling and firming of Jim Woodruff power 

Negotiations on other wheeling and firming contracts «a1 r” the momer 

ming the attention of our limited staff It is not possi t this time to 
crest an exact date on which we will be able to confer wit] 1 it I expect 


we able to suggest such a date in the near future 
Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES W. Leavy, .t¢ ‘ ito» 


Eexninir C 


Mr. W. J. CLAPP 
President, Florida Power Corp.. 
Florida Power Building, St. Petersburg, Fla 


Dear Mr. CLapr: In previous correspondence concerning the disposal of Jim 


\Voodruff project power, you have expressed a general willingness to enter into 
iegotiations for the use of your company’s facilities in transmitting such power 
While I could not, consistently with law, agree with your proposed method to 
urchase the power and resell it to your customers which you suggested in your 
etter of February 3, 1952, I advised you that we would be happy to meet with 
ou to discuss transmission arrangements for the account of the Government as 
oon as other negotiations already occupying the attention of our small staff 
vould permit As you know, we hve since that time successfully completed 
contractual arrangements with the Virginia Electric & Power Co. for disposition 
if two-thirds of the John H. Kerr project power in Virginia and North Carolina 
We have likewise completed arrangements with the South Carolina Public Serv 
ice Authority for a considerable portion of Clark Hill project power. The 
rapidly approaching generation dates at these two projects dictated that our 
major attention be devoted to these negotiations, and, inasmuch as the Jim 
Woodruff project is not scheduled for initial generation until July 1954, we have 
found it impossible to proceed with our negotiations with your company as 
expeditiously as we had hoped. 

Althongh we cannot enter into any arrangement such as you previously pro 
posed which would abridge the right of preferred agencies to purchase power 
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directly from the Government if they so desire, we wish to make clear that we 
are anxious that proper arrangements materialize. In these circumstances, I 
believe that a meeting is desirable at this time to discuss with you our require- 
ments for transmission arrangements for the marketing of power from the 
project consistent with law. Accordingly, I suggest that such a meeting be held 
St. Petersburg on February 18 or 19, preferably the latter date. If these 
dates are not convenient to your schedule, we will be happy to consider other 
subsequent dates. 
Sincerely yours 
CHas. W. Leavy, Administrator. 
Mr. Ciarr. We request that your committee respect fully consider 
the elimination of any request for construction of lines, which we 
: : ; ’ 
understand now has been eliminated from the budget. W e, naturally, 
would oppose them if they had been continued in the bill. 
Mr. Jensen. Let me ask you at this point: In your honest opinion, 
s there any need for this committee to appropriate money for wheeling 


fees or purchase of energy in your area é 


Mr. Cuapp. No. sir. neither in our Georgian Power & Light ter 
ritory or Florida Power Corp. territory. 

Mr. Jensen. You are sure of that / 

Mr. CLiarv. We are sure of that because we are perfectly willing to 
transmit the power for the Southeastern Power Administration to 
these customers and directly to the customers by buying it at the bus 
bar at Jim Woodruff Dam and transmitting it to the preferred Cus 
tomers that they might de 1ionate. 

Mr. Jy NSEN. You ao WV hee] power to preferred customers ¢ 

Mr. Crarr. No, sir, We are now supplying all the preference 
customers In our area, 

Mr. Jensen. Directly from your plant ¢ 

Mr. Capp. Directly from our own sources; yes, sir. 


Mr. JENSEN. And you see no reason to change ¢ 


Mr. Carp. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You have, I presume, continuing contracts over a 
period ot years ¢ 

Mr. Ciarp. We do. The last contract was effective for a 3-year 
period and it is automatically renewable year by year and they are 
all in force at the present time and there are no cancellation notices 
on any of them. 

Mr. Jensen. Your customers, generally speaking, are pleased and 
satisfied with the rate you charge and the service you render? 

Mr. Crare. We have been taking care of our customers adequately, 
both in the past and in our future planning, we have taken into con- 
sideration their requirements. 

I would like to point out in that connection as to the adequacy of our 
service, we have spent since 1948 the sum of $70 million in improvement 
of the facilities in the Georgia-Florida area that we serve. At the end 
of the war we had a generating capacity on our system of approxi- 
mately 100,000 kilowatts and today it is in the order of 300,000, and 
by the end of this year, it will have grown to 427,000 kilowatts. In 
other words, we are putting into service this vear more capacity than 
we actually had in existence at the end of the war, and our territory has 
been growing very rapidly. We have had immense demands made 
upon us, but we have been able to take care of our own customers, 
except the large industrial customers who have different contracts. 
We have had no curtailment of any of our REA customers or resi- 
dential or commercial customers. 
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Mr. Jk NSEN, And you W ill cont inue to take care of the needs of the 
people in that area’ You are willing and financially able to do 
that? 

Mr. Cuarp. Yes, sir. We spent last year some $25 million and we 
have a budget of $28 million for this year and the sum of $25 million 
or both 1954 and 1955. In our plans, we have taken into conside1 
ition the increased load that the REA expects to have for those re 
spective years and we will take care of them. Our system is intercon 

ecting with other Southeastern companies. in our filed statement, 
we did insert the maps, but I understand the handicap in connection 
with them, but I would like to briefly show here a map of the trans 
mission lines in the Southeast, as a whole. 

Phis map was gotten up de published by the Federal Power Com 
mission and it shows at a glance that there are adequate facilities 
available in the Southeast for the transmission of power. Therefore, 
we do not think the Southeastern Power Administration needs a 
planning fund. We feel that the Federal Power Commission has 
already done this planning. For instance, the Federal Power Com- 
mission just sammie got together with all of the Florida utilities and 
some of the larger municipalities that generate their own power and 
asked us to make a joint study, and a board study was made of the 
Florida system and certain interconnections were recommended. We 
feel that the planning that the Southeastern Power Administration, 
perhaps, has in mind has already been covered adequately by the 
Federal Power Commission. 

[ have not seen a detailed study by the Federal Power Commission 
of the entire Southeast, but, no doubt, they are going into other States. 

I know they have done in Florida and going into the matter of 
interconnecting programs and encouraging further inte ‘reconnection 
It is my contention that such studies could be made by each of f the 
Federal projects that will come under the jurisdiction of the South 
eastern es Administration, so they could be coordinated through 
one existing body, set up for the matter of integration of collective 
systems over the country as a whole. 

The map that is here at the end of the table shows what you have 
already had explained rather thoroughly. It shows the location of the 
Jim Woodruff Dam and the proximity to the River Junction plant 
where we tie in with the Gulf Power Co. with a 115,000-volt line. It 

oes across the northern end of Florida and, in turn, ties in with our 
a system with a 66,000-volt line, and, in turn, ties in with the 
Georgia Power Co. at 110,000 volts, which gives this entire area ring 
of 110,000 volts for the area in question; around the Jim Woodruff 
there are some 200,000 kilowatts of capacity that will be directly 
connected by the end of this year to that 110,000-volt ring that will 
supply that Jim Woodruff area. 

Mr. Jensen. Has anyone asked for power in that area who have not 
received it ? 

Mr. Ciapp. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Jensen. Farmers, businessmen, householders, or industry ? 

Mr. Criarp. No, sir; not to my knowledge. We have several paper 
mills in the area who have their own generating plants, but they do that 
because of the fact they need processed steam, but there has been no 
occasion for complaint. 
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We are building now the Sewanee River plant which will be in 
operation by the middle of thissummer. That will be the first private 
power plant in north Florida, which is going to make, along with the 
River Junction plant, an interconnection that is going to make that 
area one where sufficient power is available. 

In our formal statement we have exp lained several of the things 
that have already been adequately explained by Mr. Crist and Mr. 
Branch this morning and Mr. Martin. So, I will not duplicate, but I 
would like to tell you the status of our contract negotiations with the 
Southeastern Power Administration. Attached to the formal state 
ment, you will find the correspondence between the Administrator and 
ourselves relative to that. 

We held a meeting with the Administrator, after corresponding 
back and forth, on February 24, 1953, and at this meeting the Adminis- 
trator _ ised us not to make a proposal on the transmission of power 
out of Jim Woodruff until the Interior Department had determined 
W i at te sel ey would be regarding the so-called Georgia plan. We 

vere told we would be expected to transmit a maximum of 20,000 kilo 
watts out of the Jim Woodruff Dam to REA preference customers in 
(seorgia and Florida. That is approximately two-thirds of the name- 
plate rating of the Jim Woodruff plant and we are in a position to 
transmit that out of that location. We are now serving the preference 
customers that they say they have contracts with and we can service 
them from a more feasible engineering standpoint and from an op- 
erating standpoint and it is the most feasible way of taking care of 
those customers, through our facilities which are adequate and which 
ve are willing to work out a contract with Southeastern to transmit 
power for them. Weare going to have to supply any power require 
ment above the 20,000 kilowatts that REA preference customers will 
need, and since the total available ont of the Jim Woodruff plant for 
preference customers is only approximately one-third of our require- 
ments today, we feel those customers should remain our customers so 
we can continue to adequately serve them directly. We are willing, 
and able, to transmit for the Southeastern Power Administration on 
the so-called Georgia plan and firm up the supply and furnish any 
excess requirements, but we feel that the most satisfactory arrange- 
ment would be for us to contract with the customers direct. 

oe I finish. I would like to also state that there is another gentle- 
man here with me today and that is Mr. Robert K. Fite, vice president 
al —_— al manager of the F lorida Power & Light Co., and T would 
like for him to take the next 2 or 3 minutes of my time, if vou do not 
mind, to state his company’s position in connection with this matter. 

Mr. Kirwan. Will you insert in the record what you are producing 
today, what you produced in 1940, and what you were producing in 
1932 in kilowatt capacity ? 

Mr. Crapp. Yes, sir. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


LormpDA Power Corp. AND GrorGIA Power & LiGHuT Co. (CONSOLIDATED) 


System generating capability 


Year Kilowatts 
1932 site . . 87, 389 
1940 c _— * a al ot 4 on 975 


1952 i ‘ 287, 628 





Mr. Fenron. Coming back to my st ek question about the farmers, 
he gentleman who preceded you testified that Ss») percent of the farms 
Most of the other testimony which we 


percent to 95. 96. and 97 pereent of the 


Florida were electrified. 

ve heard is that from 90 
rhs in other State were electrified What part ot the State of 

Miorida is lacking in electrification ¢ 

Mr. CLapr. I do not know whether you are familiar with Florida 

this northern @ulf coast 


rv not, but in certain areas, e pe ially alone 


tween Apalachicola and Yankeetown 


rr approximately 125 miles | 
a very swampy area and there are quite a few fishing camps In thi 

tren nlone the coast. Some of that area is not covered by either owl 

elves or the REA. And, then. Too, down 1h the 

State in the Everglades area, there are certain areas there covered by 


ower part ot the 


REA and some of it 1s not covered. 

Mr. Frentron. I have been to the Everglades area and Eglin Field, 
Loo. 

Mr. Cy APP. Alone Wn the Elein Field Gulf coast area it IS very 
thickly populated and I think you will find everything served there 

Mr. Fenton. Are those farming areas which are not covered 4 

Mr. Ciarre. Novsir: they are not. The type of customer that would 
be found in that area would be classified as fishermen. 

Mr. Fenron. What I was interested in was the farming areas. 

Mr. Ciapp. I think you will find the actual agricultural area pract! 
cally JS percent covered, 

Mr. Fenron. That is the point I wanted to get at, because the figure 
of &3 percent here related to the farms, and there is too much contrast 
there. I was wondering why the difference. 

You would revise that figure upward, so far as farms are concerned / 

Mr. Cuapr. So far as the truly agricultural areas; yes, sir. I 
think you will find it very well served. We have been encouraged 
from the very beginning to service these people. In fact, we borrowed 
REA money when it was first made available in order to go out into the 
marginal territory—it was marginal to us because of the high rate 
of interest we had to pay for money—and we actually borrowed some 
of the first funds that REA had available in order to extend service 
in our outlying areas, and when the co-ops began to be formed, we 
worked with them and have served them 100 percent of their require 
ments ever since. 

Mr. JenseN. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Fite. 

Mr. Fire. My name is R. H. Fite. I have just a very few brief 
remarks to make. I am vice president and general manager of the 
Florida Light & Power Co., with headquarters in Miami. We do not 
touch, directly, this area that is involved in the Southeastern Power 
Administration, but we have been interested in and we have been 
concerned about it. I simply wanted to put into the record that ow 
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area is adequately served and there is no lack of power. We plan 
to keep it that way. 

In 1945, at the end of the war, we had 210,000 kilowatts of ¢ apac ity 
and today we have 582,000. It i nec contracted for in the next 
5 vears; a a al of 80,000 one vear, 50,000 one year, and the next vear 
135,000, which is 295,000 kilowatts more than our estimates indicated: 
by 1962 we will have 1,400,000 kilowatts in our area. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jensen. May I ask this question? Do you see any need for 
an appropriation fol wheeling fees or purchase of energy by the 
Southeastern Power Administration in fiscal 1954? 

Mr. Frre. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 

Mr. Kirwan. Will you insert in the record at this point what you 
are producing today in kilowatts and what you produced in 1940 
and 1932? 

Mr. Firr. We will be glad to do that. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

Complying with the request of Hon. Michael J. Kirwan when I testified before 


the Appropriations Committee on March 31, I am sending you information on 


kilowatt-hour sales: é 
Total kilowatt- 


Year: hour sales 
1932 398, 878, 000 
1940 1, 916, 365, 000 
1952 150, 889, 000 


Mr. Frre. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Ciapr. Thank you, and we greatly appreciate the opportunity 
of appearing before you. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you and we appreciated having you. 


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS CO, 


Mr. Jensen. We will next hear from the representative of the 
South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. 

Mr. Witurams. I am William M. Williams, Jr., Columbia, S. C., 
counsel for the South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. I will make my 
statement in my behalf and in behalf of the president of our company, 
Mr. S. C. McMeekin, who was unable to be here. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a detailed statement which I would like to 
submit in evidence, with the exception of the maps which are attached 
to it. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, the statement will be inserted 
the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF S. C. MCMEEKIN, PRESIDENT OF SouTH CAROLINA ELectric & GAs 
Co., BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERIOR OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATION 
COMMITTEE IN CONNECTION Wrirrmt REQUEST OF THE SOUTHEASTERN POWER 
ADMINISTRATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS To ConstrUCT TRANSMISSION LINES 


South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. is a privately owned utility company, operat- 
ing in 23 counties in the central and southwestern portions of the State of South 
Carolina. It is engaged in an electric distribution business in all of these 
counties, distributes manufactured gas in the cities of Columbia and Charleston, 
and operates an urban transportation system in these cities and the areas adja- 
cent thereto. This company has total assets of $136,084,536 and had a gross 
revenue for the year 1952 of $26,849,735 of which 84.6 percent was from the 
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electric operations. The company accrued for taxes during the year of 1952 the 
sum of $4,999,000 of which over $2,448,128 represented accruals for Federal taxes 
The company served 144,966 electric customers and a population of approximately 
700,000 people as of December 31, 1952 

It is a South Carolina corporation in no way owned or controlled by a holding 
company, as is shown by the fact that its stock is held by approximately 30,000 
small stoekholders who reside in every State of the United States The largest 
stockholder has less than 2 percent of the outstanding stock. All of its 15 
directors are South Carolina people residing in South Carolina, 

Our purpose in coming before you today is, as it was when we appeared before 
your honorable committee for the last 2 years, not an attempt to hinder the 
Southeastern Power Administration (SEPA) in the performance of the duties 
for which we believe it was created, but rather to furnish you with information 
showing that we have offered to assist SEPA in marketing its power in a way 
which will not only eliminate the need for the expenditure of vast amount of 
Federal funds but will give a more dependable source of electricity to the users 
of SEPA’s power. Further, we wish to give you concrete examples to show that 
the fears we have reiterated in the past of encroachment upon our business 
through the expenditure of public funds by nontaxpaying public-power agencies 
were not figments of our imagination but were concrete and definite. In some 
cases they have come to pass, and in others they have been stopped only by resort 
to the injunctive process of the courts. 

Some years ago, moneys were aliocated by the Rural Electrification Adminis 
tration for the construction of a vast system of high-voltage transmission lines 
by a super Rural Electric Cooperative, the Central Electric Power Cooperative, 
Inec., composed of approximately 13 distribution cooperatives. At that time we 
were selling power to the co-ops at 744 mills and offered to enter into contracts 
with them, for any length of time, for 5144 mills. These offers were refused, and 
the lines constructed. They have been leased to the South Carolina Public 
Service Authority (Santee-Cooper) for a period of 30 to 35 years, at the end of 
which time title to them will vest in fee simple in Santee-Cooper. These lines 
are delineated in red on the attached exhibit A, while the lines of the privately 
owned utilities are shown in black 

The company’s generating facilities consist of 4 hydroelectric plants having 
a total capacity of 178,280 kilowatts, and 8 steam plants which have a total 
capacity of 176,500 kilowatts. In addition to this, the company’s wholly owned 
subsidiary, the South Carolina Generating Co., is installing for operation this 
year the first two units in a new steam plant located in the Columbia-Aiken 
area, and is well under way with construction of the plant building: this plant 
will have an ultimate installed capacity of 300,000 kilowatts. The first 75,000 
kilowatt unit will be available for service in the second quarter of this year, 
and the second 75,000-kilowatt unit will be available for service in the third 
quarter of 1953. Our total capacity as of the end of this year will amount to 
504,730 kilowatts. An order has already been placed for a third unit for this 
plant; this unit will have a capacity of 100,000 kilowatts and is scheduled for 
operation in 1955. This will give us a total capacity then of 694,730 kilowatts 

We have completed the construction of a 110-kilovolt transmission loop from 
Charlegton to the Augusta-Aiken area. This will augment the substantial 110- 
kilovolt transmission grid now covering our service area. There are substan 
tial interconnections at various points with the transmission systems of all 
neighboring utilities: namely the Georgia Power Co., the Duke Power Co., and 
the Carolina Power & Light Co., as well as Santee-Cooper. 

The company’s generating and transmission facilities are more than adequate 
for the needs of the area which it serves. It has always kept ahead of these 
requirements and it is our intention to continue to do so. There is not now, 
nor has there ever been, nor as far as we can tell in the foreseeable future 
will there ever be, a shortage of power in our service area. We are continually 
expanding our entire system and are thoroughly able to adequately supply the 
needs of our service area 

The Clark Hill project is located on the Savannah River approximately 15 
niles above the Stevens Creek hydroplant of this company; Steven’s Creek plant 
is connected with the company’s system by two 110-kilovolt lines terminating 
in Charleston, Columbia, and at our Saluda hydrodevelopment, respectively, 

SEPA requested funds for fiscal year 1952 leading to the eonstruction of 
certain lines, which are delineated on exhibit A in green. We appeared before 
this committee to state that the construction of these lines would be a needless 
duplication of existing facilities and a waste of millions of dollars of the tax 











pa . Lraode abor, na il muterial needed for national defense \ 
pointed out that ever since the « days of the Clark Hill project our company 
| offered to purchase or transmit Clark Hill power and to this end introduces 
‘ lence 1 ! ett da ¢ from as early as 1949 
Afte these henrines the Congress alk ted certain funds (namely, S81S.500 
for SEPA to commence coustruction of its line to Greenwood if it could not ma 
sfactor rrangements for the power to be wheeled We then continued o1 
pre uus offer to have SEPA agree for us to wheel power to Greenwood, an 
commenced negotiations by conferences with SEPA officials which we had hope 
would result in definitive wheeling contracts. We had existing transmissio 
fax ties ver whicl e could have wheeled the power, but offered, if SEPA 
preferred it, to construct additional facilities, at no cost to the Government 


which the deliveries could have been made directly to Green od from 

We have now built a 110-kilovolt line from our Stevens Creek plant north te 
McCormick, to provide for the load growth in the MceCormick-Calhoun Falls 
urea; this was completed before the first unit of the Clark Hill project was 
placed in operation in January of this year. This line passes within 2 miles of 
the Clark Hill project We pointed out that we were prepared to build this 
nile tap line which could deliver 75,000 kilowatts into our system in the 
Augusta-Aiken area, 

\fter the fiscal vear 1952 hearings. we held numerous conferences with offi 
cials of SEPA and again agreed unequivocally to wheel Clark Hill power, for 
the account of the Government, to Greenwood County. Officials of SEPA told 
us that they did not need us to do the wheeling as Greenwood itself planned to 
build the line. The next we heard of the matter was when we learned that 
SEPA was asking an additional appropriation of $869,500 for fiscal year 1955 
to be utilized in conjunction with the unused portion of the fiscal year 1952 
aprropriation, to complete the Clark Hill-Greenwood line. We then appeared 
before this committee, and the corresponding committee of the Senate, in the 
winter and spring of 1952 and opposed this appropriation, citing our many offers 
to wheel Clark Hill power, and reiterating these offers at that time. We 
stated that in cooperation with the Duke Power Co. we were prepared to extend 
the McCormick line to Greenwood, a distance of approximatelv 20 miles. This 
line would provide a connection with the Duke Power Co.’s system and 
with the svstem of Greenwood County Electric Power Commission (Buzzard 
Roost) and could deliver 50,000 kilowatts into this area: and, therefore, by con 
structing only 22 additional miles of 110-kilovolt line, some 125,000 kilo 
watts of Clark Hill power could have been absorbed into the systems of al 
public utilities operating in South Carolina for deliveries not only to Green 
wood but to other preference agencies in the service area, or into the systems 
of neighboring utilities 

Ultimately, however, the Congress appropriated funds for the completion of 
the line, inserting, nevertheless, a proviso which stated that “Provided, That no 
part of the funds appropriated by this paragraph or any part of the unobligated 
balance appropriated under this heading in the Interior Department Appro 
priation Act for 1952 shall be available for the construction of transmission lines 
and related facilities in the southeastern power area until (1) a contract with 
the affected power companies in the area of substantially the type which has 
heretofore been executed in other power areas for systemwide transmission of 
electric power and energy from Government-owned projects to preferred cus- 
tomers has been executed, or the said companies have refused to execute such 
contracts, and (2) the Secretary of the Interior has so informed the Congress.’ 

Subsequent to this we received a telegram from SEPA dated July 8, 1952, 
relative to a wheeling agreement. a copy of which is attached hereto as an ex 
hibit (and IT should litte all the exhibits attached to this statement included as 
a nart of the record). We replied to this by a telegram dated July 14, 1952 
(also hereto attached), pointing out that the telegram of July 8 involved many 
intricate matters, some of which had already been discussed and settled in 
previons negotiations, and others of which it seemed to us would require further 
negotiation (you realize, of course, that the tyne of contract here involved is 
an exceedingly complicated one, and we oauite frankly question the good faith 
of anvene who attempts, or claims to be attemnting. to negotiate such an agree- 
ment bv telegram) and asked for a conference with SFPA officials, 

On Tulv 18, 1952. we received another telegram from SEPA (similarly at- 
tached) ststing that our telervram was not responsive and that they were taking 
it as a refusal to wheel power on a systemwide basis. To this we replied by 
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egram dated July 22, 1952, addressed to the Administrator of SEPA, which, 


ig iuse it shows our view of the line of conduct SEPA had been following, I 
re ild like to read here in full: 
I was amazed at the content of your telegram dated July 18 asking whether 
An we would be willing to wheel power on a systemwide basis. On October 9, 
1, at a meeting held here with representatives of your Administration, in 
uding yourself, we clearly agreed to wheel Clark Hill power on a systemwide 
vasis for the account of the Government. This offer to wheel on a systemwide 

isis for the account of the Government was reiterated at a conference between 

+. epresentatives of your Administration and this company in Columbia on 
: November 13, 1951. It was repeated in our hearings before the Senate Subcom 
ttee on Interior Appropriations (p 1002 of printed transcript of 1952-53 hear 

. ngs on Interior Department appropriations) You therefore should already 

‘ early understand that we are willing to wheel Clark Hill power for the account 

ey f the Government on a systemwide basis, but we will here unequivocally r¢ 
ani erate that we will wheel this power for the account of the Government on 
; systemwide basis, and suggest an early conference to work out and reach 

ar reements on the subsidiary problems involved.” 

We heard nothing further from SEPA, but received information that they were 
one oing to Construct the Clark Hill-Greenwood line forthwith, whereupon we wrote 
_ the Secretary of the Interior on August 18 (copy of which is hereto attached) 
— winting out to Secretary Chapman that we had not refused to execute a wheel- 
“~ ng contract, and indicating that we did not understand how SEPA could cor 
er truct the line in what was an obvious disregard of congressional intentior 
, This communication was completly ignored by the Secretary 
= On September 25, 1952, we sent a telegram to the Secretary, the body of which 
Q stated 
eB Since our letter of August 18 to you, to which we have had no reply, our 
+ nformation indicates that SEPA is proceeding with plans to construct the 
the (Greenwood line As we indicated to you in our letter of August 18, as well as 
7. telegrams to and conferences with SEPA, this company has not ‘re fused to 

execute’ a contract of the type referred to in a proviso in Public Law 470, S2d 
nt Congress, second session. We here reiterate the previous offers we have made to 


SEPA on this subject as well as in our letter of August 18 to you.” 
os Again we were ignored by the Secretary We then informed Senator Carl 





ra Hayden, chairman of the enate Subcommittee on Interior Department Appro- 
” priations, of the progress of affairs, after which Senator Hayden wrote the 
Y Secretary about the matter. Subsequently, on October 10, 1952, we received 
a letter from Acting Secretary Vernon D. Northrop stating that the Department 
a had not reported, and would not report to anyone that this company had refused 
2 to execute a systemwide wheeling contract for the account of the Government 
' ind that they did intend to construct the Clark Hill-Greenwood line but did not 
i n effect, consider us an affected company. They took this view in spite of the 
- fact that almost the entire length of the line would lie within our service area, 
4 


ind would actually cross at least two of our transmission lines 
FO SEPA commenced construction of the line, and we commenced an action in 


oS equity in the courts of Georgia to enjoin the construction oi this line, predicated 
th ipon the theory that such construction was a violation of the clearly expressed 
7 will of Congress in the conditions upon which the money therefor had been 
“ ippropriated. This action was ultimately transferred to the Federal Court 
. for the Middle District of Georgia and, while it was still pending, the Controller 
ch General of the United States issued an opinion in which he stated that the 


proviso upon which the appropriation had been bottomed had not been com 
plied with, and that the expenditure of such funds was not proper. In spite of 
this, the construction of the line continued apace. Shortly after this, the Federal 
district judge who heard the case issued a temporary injunction against any 
further construction of the line, and such construction ceased. 








- In spite of the fact that the construction of this line was commenced con 
Ss trary to the clear mandate of Congress, facts are stubborn things, and the fact 
: mains that some of it has been completed—of the approximately 40 miles 
h involved, practically all of the right-of-way has been cleared, most of the 
holes for the structures have been excavated, and the structures have been 
, set for a little over one-third of the distance. Also, we understand that over 
t 5 miles of wire has been strung 
: We understand that both Greenwood and Duke Power Co. have offered to 
“ purchase and complete this line If enabling legislation is promulgated to 
’ sell the line—and we believe such legislation will be necessary in the event of 











any sale thereof—we earnestly request the Congress that such legislation ir 
clude a clear and irrebuttal prohibition rainst any “lease back,” rental, or 
similar arrangement whereby SEPA or any other Federal agency can get con 
t1 f the line in spite of the clear intent of Congress that they should not own 








Now, as for the Clark Hill-Hartsville line: While we have not been iniormed as 
to the exact purpose of this line, we know of no need for it as the State is now 


blanketed with a network of heavy transmission lines with sufficient capacity 
not only to meet the State’s needs but to also export large quantities of power 
out of the State We again wish to assure you of our willingness to assist 


SEPA in marketing its power in a way which will inmake unnecessary the expen 
ire of Federal funds for transmission lines 
Let me again thank you ior your Courteous and considerate hearing in this 
Inatter, 


(Exhibits referred to follow:) 

ELBERTON, GA., July 8, 1952. 
S. C. MCMEEKIN, 
President, South Carolina Electric &€ Gas Co., Columbia, S. C.: 

Please advise me whether or not your company is Willing to transmit power to 
or for the account of the Government from the Clark Hill project or such other 
int or points as power might be delivered into your company’s system and to 
provide adequate facilities to accomplish such transmission on the following 





terms and conditions 


1. The company would transmit power to or for the account of the Government 
for delivery to preferred customers of the Government on a systemwide basis 
when requested to do so by the Government. The term “preferred customers” 


shall include public bodies, cooperatives and Federal establishments purchasing 
power for resale and such agencies and establishments purchasing power for 
consumptive use whose maximum demand exceeds 500 kilowatts 

2. The company would deliver Clark Hill power for the account of the Govern 
ment from points at which such power was delivered into its system to other 
power systems interconnected with the company’s system and would receive 
and transmit power to or for the account of the Government from such intercon- 
nected systems to such points on the company’s system us might be designated 
by the Government 

3. The compan uld so transmit such power in amounts designated by the 
Government 

1. Power transmitted to or for the account of the Government would be de 
livered by the company at existing points of delivery at the voltage at which 
power is now delivered and at new or additional points of delivery of the avail- 
able transmission line y age or such lower voltage as might be agreed upon, 

5. The Government would pay the company for such transmission to or for the 
account of the Government one-half mill per kilowatt-hour for all power delivered 
by the company within 50 miles of the Clark Hill project and 1 mill per kilowatt- 
hour for all power delivered by the company at points 50 miles or more from the 
Clark Hill project; provided, that with respect to power delivered by the com- 
pany within 50 miles of the Clark [ill project, if the amount of power delivered 
at any such point exceeds 30,000 kilowatts 

The one-half mill per kilowatt-hour charge specified above would be reduced 
by one-tenth of a mill for each 5,000 kilowatts that the amount of power delivered 
in any month exceeds 30,000 kilowatts but such charge would not be reduced to 
less than three-tenths of a mill per kilowatt-hour; provided, further, that with 
respect to power delivered to or for the account of the Government in the vicinity 
of Greenwood, 8. C., the wheeling fees specified herein would be the entire amount 
to be paid by the Government for such transmission and, to the extent that Duke 
Power Co. participated in such transmission, such wheeling fee would be equi- 
tably proportioned between that company and your company 

6. The Government would reimburse the company on an agreed basis for the 
transmission and transformation losses incurred by the Company in the trans- 
mission of power to or for the account of the Government. 

Since a prompt determination must be made as to the way in which Clark Hill 
power will be delivered to the Greenwood County Electric Power Commission, I 
must ask that an unequivocal reply to the foregoing request be in my hands by 
the close of business on July 18, 1952. 

Cuas. W. LEavy, 
Administrator, Southeastern Power Administration 








[Telegram] ; 
JULY 14, 1402 


Mr. CHARLES W. Leavy, 
Administrator, Southeastern Power 1dministration, 
Elberton, Ga 


On July 9, we received your telegram dated July 8, 1952. As you will recal 
extensive negotiating conferences on this subject were held between officials of 
SEPA and 8. C. E. & G. starting September 13, 1951, at which conferences many 


points in this intricate matter were 1 
issues of the draft of contract we were then negotiating were agreed upon i 


orouchly discussed and many of the basi 


principle 

At our last conference on November 13, 1951, SEPA told us, however, that due 
to developments which they did not disclose they did not want a contract with 
this company but that they would let us know later if a change in developments 


t us for del very of Clark Hil 


necessitated their entering into a contract with 
power. We said that we were anxious to resume negotiations 

This was the last word we heard from SEPA until we received your telegram 
in which you now ask us to agree on a yes or no basis to many involved items 
Some of these are items which had not been discussed at all in any of our pre 
vious negotiations: some of these represent material changes in items on which 
we had reached agreement, and still others are incomplete proposals upon which 
clarification and discussion are needed 

For example, all of our negotiations and dealings heretofore have been on 
the basis of transmitting only Clark Hill or firmed-up Clark Hill power, Your 
telegram presents a departure from this basis as it goes to the question of our 
transmitting any power you may happen to purchase or receive from any source, 
whether purchased from commercial companies or otherwise. This whole mat 
ter as presented to us by SEPA representatives has been to resolve the question 
of marketing Clark Hill power 

While we are basically in accord with the rates in your item 5, all of our 
previous discussions on the application of rates have been based on quantity of 
kilowatts and kilowatt-hours rather than on a strictly demand basis as indicated 
in this paragraph of your telegram 

Realizing the importance of time in meeting the requirements of your contract 
with Greenwood County, we hereby uneqvivocally reiterate the offer previously 
made to you and affi-med in our letters of May 18, 1951, September 6, 1951, and 
Mareh 17, 1952 In our letter of September 6, 1951, we said: “Our letter of 
May 18, 1951, was intended to constitute, and I believe it did constitute, an 
unequivocal offer by us to wheel power for SEPA from Clark Hill to Greenwood 


County I hereby repeat that offer and by this I mean that we are prepared t 
make transmission facilities available for delivery of Clark Hill power for your 
account to your customer, Greenwood County. If, in your opinion, this can best 


be done by a direct line from Clark Hill to Greenwood County, we are prepared 
to comply with such condition by extending the 115-kilovolt line which we are 
now building to McCormick for the additional 20 miles to Greenwood.” As pre 
viously indicated to you we are in basic agreement on the rate for this service; 
that is, the schedule of charges set forth in paragraph 5 of your telegram subject 
to our comments above. 

We wish to repeat that we earnestly and sincerely believe that a satisfactory 
agreement can be quickly reached between us. For our part, we are not only 
willing but most anxious to do this. We realize that there is need for a prompt 
solution of this matter on your part, and will certainly lend our best efforts to 
an expeditious conclusion thereof. We are sure, however, that in the light of 
the foregoing points, you will agree that an immediate meeting will certainly be 
necessary, and that the matter cannot be decided by telegrams. We are prepared 
to and are most anxious to meet with you at an early date in order to give vou 
the assurances you said would be necessary by July 18 Please let us know what 
date will be satisfactory to meet with you in either Elberton or Columbia 

S. C. MCMEERKIN, 
President, South Carolina Electric & Gas Co 


ELBERTON, GA. 
S. C. MCMEEKIN : 
Your telegram of July 14 is not responsive to my telegram of July 8 and can 
only be construed as a refusal to wheel power for the account of the Government 
of a systemwide basis. 








394 


It does not appear that any discussions would be productive at this time unless 
and until your company expresses its willingness to wheel power on a systemwide 
hasis. In order to make certain that I have not misconstrued your position this 
matter, will you please let me know by the close of business July 23 whether or 
not your company is willing to execute a contract providing for the wheeling of 
power for the account of the Government on a systemwide basis. 

CHas. W. LEavy, 
{dministrator Southeastern Power Administration. 


SoutTH CAROLINA Evectric & Gas Co., 
Columbia, 8S. C., August 18, 1952. 
Hon. Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of Interior, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: It has been reported to me that the Southeastern Power Adminis- 
tration has indicated that it will soon issue an invitation for bids for the con- 
struction of an electric transmission line from Clark Hill Dam on the Savannah 
River to Greenwood, 8S. C. Funds for the construction of this line were appro- 
priated by Public Law 470, 82d Congress, 2d session; however, the appropriation 
contained an express limitation upon the use of these funds, with which you are 
no doubt familiar, and is here quoted as follows: 

“Provided, That no part of the funds appropriated by this paragraph or any 
part of the unobligated balance appropriated under this heading in the Interior 
Department Appropriation Act for 1952 shall he available for the construction 
of transmission lines and related facilities in the Southeastern power area until 
(1) a contract with the affected power companies in the area of substantially the 
type which has heretofore been evecuted in other power areas for systemwide 
transmission of electric power and energy from Government-owned projects to 
preferred customers has been executed, or the said companies have refused to 
execute such contracts, and (2) the Secretary of the Interior has so informed 
the Congress.” 

My company operates in the area in which the proposed line would be built 
and would be affected by the construction of the line. I, therefore, respectfully 
request that you notify me when and to whom you have or will report that my 
company has refused to execute a contract of the type referred to in the above 
quoted provision of the Appropriation Act. 

In negotiations with Southeastern Power Administration in 1951, in our testi- 
mony this year before the Senate Subcommittee on Interior Appropriations, 
and in response to telecram inquiries from Southeastern Power Administration 
in Julv of this vear, we have unequivocally indicated that we are willing to 
wheel Clark Hill power on a systemwide basis for the account of the Government. 
In these recent responses to Southeastern Power Administration, we have sug- 
gested that conferences be held for the purpose of considering agreements to 
carry out this purpose but Southeastern Power Administration has not indicated 
any willingness to participate in snch conferences 

Copies of this letter are being sent to the chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee in both the House and Senate and also to the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Interior Appropriations in both the House and Senate. 

Very truly yours, 
S. CO. McMeextrn, President. 


SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS CO, 


Mr. WriuiaMs. I shall not tresnass on the committee’s time by out- 
lining our service area and facilities. We have shown that for the 
last 2 vears, and it is in that statement. 

We are continually expanding our facilities. Last year we brought 
into our system 40.000 kilowatts and this year there will be 150.000 
additional, and in the next 3 vears, another 100,000 kilowatts. We 
have adequate transmission lines and generating facilities to serve our 
area. There has not been a shortage of power in our area, and as 
far as we can tell, there never will be, nor has anyone, so far as I 
know, been refused electric service. 
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Mr. JENSEN. In your judgment, is there any need for Congress to 
uppropriate any money in the 1954 budget for wheeling fees or put 
chase of energy in your area / 

Mr. Wuutams. Absolutely none, Mr. Chairman. One of the pi in 
cipal purposes in coming before you today is to acquaint you with tl 
status of our negotiations with the Southeastern Power ddaibive 
tion, which I will refer to for convenience as SEPA. 

You will recall that after the hearings in 1952, Congress allocated 
certain funds to SEPA to start planning and construction of a 
line from Clark-Hill to Greenwood, and Congress told SEPA it 
should attempt to secure wheeling contracts with the privately owned 
utilities in that area. We entered into negotiations and the last we 
heard of the problem was that they did not need us to wheel to 
Greenwood and that they were going to build the line. The next 
we heard from them was when they came to Congress for appropria 
tions for fiscal 1953, requesting an appropriation of over $869,000 to 
build this Clark Hill-¢ rreenwood line. We appeared before this com 
mittee and protested that appropriation and also before the Senate 
committee. We have stated that in cooperation with Duke Power 
Co., we could get the power to Greenwood and that we ourselves had 
stated we would wheel the power. 

Ultimately, the Congress did appropriate funds for the construc 
tion of that line, but in the appropriation bill they put a provis 
which I would like to quote: 

Provided: That no part of the funds appropriated by this paragraph or an) 
part of the unobligated balance appropriated under this heading in the Interior 
Department Appropriation Act for 1952 shall be available for the construction 
of transmission lines and related facilities in the Southeastern power area unt 
(1) a contract with the affected power companies in the area of substantially 
the type which has heretofore been executed in other power areas for system 
wide transmission of electric power and energy from Government-owned proj 


ects to preferred customers has been executed, or the said companies have 


refused to execute such contracts, and (2) the Seeretary of the Interior has so 


informed the Congress. 

Now, subsequent to this proviso being inserted in the appropriation 
bill, we received a telegram on July 8, 1952, relative to a wheeling 
contract. A copy of that is attached to my statement. 

Subsequently we replied to this telegram by another dated July 14, 
1952, in which we pointed out that the telegram of July 8 involved 
many intricate matters, some of which had ge been discussed and 
settled in previous negotiations, and others of w hich 1 t seemed to us 
would require further negotiation. 

You gentlemen appreciate that these contracts are not only very 
voluminous, but very intricate, and we question the good faith of any 
one who attempts to negotiate such a contract by telegram. 

On July 18, 1952, we received another te slegram from SEPA stating 
that our telegram was not responsive and that they were taking it as 
a refusal to wheel power in a systemwide basis. To this we replied 
by telegram dated July 22, 1952, addressed to the Administrator of 
SEPA which, because it shows our view of the line of conduct SEPA 
had been following, I would like to read here in full: 

I was amazed at the content of your telegram dated July 18 asking whether 
or not we would be willing to wheel power on a systemwide basis. On October 
9, 1951, at a meeting held here with representatives of your Administration, 
including yourself, we clearly agreed to wheel Clark Hill power on a systemwide 
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basis for the account of the Government. This offer to wheel on a systemwide 


basis for the account of the ey was reiterated at a conference between 
repres tives of y Adiinistration and this company in Columbia on Novem- 
be! “i 51, It was reed \ ted in our hearings before the Senate Subcommittee on 
Interior Appropriations (p. 1092 of the printed transcript of 1952-53 hearings 


on Interior Department ap proj riations). You, therefore, should already clearly 
nderstand that we are willing to wheel Clark Hill power for the account of the 


Government on a systemwide basis, but we will here unequivocally reiterate 
that we will wheel this power for the account of the Government on a system- 

ide basis, and suggest an early conference to work out and reach agreements 
mn the subsidiary problems involved 


We heard nothing further from SEPA, but received information 
that they were going to construct the Clark Hill-Greenwood line 
forthwith, whereupon we wrote the Secretary of Interior, Mr. Chap- 
man, on August 15, pointing out to Secretary Chapman that we had 
not refused to execute a wheeling contract, and indicating that we did 
not understand how SEPA could construct the line in what was an 
obvious disregard of congressional intention. This communication 
was completely ignored by the Secretary. We heard nothing from 
him. 

On September 25, 1952, we sent a telegram to the Secretary, the 
body of which stated : 

Since our letter of August 18 to you, to which we have had no reply, our in- 
formation indicates that SEPA is proceeding with plans to construct the Green- 


ood line As we indicated to you in our letter of August 18, as well as in 
telegrams to and conferences with SEPA, this company has not “refused to 
execute” a contract of the type referred to in a proviso in Public Law 470, 82d 
Congress, 2d session. We here reiterate the previous offers we have made to 


SEPA on this subject as well as in our letter of August 18 to you. 

Again we were ignored by the Secretary. We then informed Sena- 
tor Carl Hayden, chairman of the Senate Suvcommittee on Interior 
Department Appropriations, of the progress of affairs, after which 
Senator Hayden wrote the Secretary about the matter. Subsequently, 
on October 10, 1952, we received a letter from Acting Secretary Vernon 
D. Northrop stating that the Department had not reported, and would 
not report to anyone that this company had refused to execute a sys- 
temwide wheeling contract for the account of the Government, and 
that they did intend to construct the Clark Hill-Greenwood line but 
did not in effect consider us an affected company. They took this view 
in spite of the fact that almost the entire length of the line would lie 
within our service area, and would actually cross at least two of our 
transmission lines. 

SEPA commenced construction of the line, and we commenced an 
action in equity in the courts of Georgia to enjoin the construction of 
this line, predicated upon the theory that such construction was a vio- 
lation of the clearly expressed will of Congress in the conditions upon 
which the money therefor had been appropriated. 

This action was ultimately transferred to the Federal court for the 
middle district of Georgia and, while it was still pending, the Comp- 
troller General of the United States issued an opinion in which he 
stated that the proviso upon which the appropriation had been bot- 
tomed had not been complied with, and that the expenditure of such 
funds was not proper. In spite of this, the coinstruction of the line 
continued full blast. We understand they had three crews working 
on the line. 








397 


Shortly after this, the Federal district judge who heard the case 
ssued a temporary injunction against any further construction of the 
ne, and such construction ceased. That injunction is still in effect 
ind there is no construction of the line under way. 

In spite of the fact that the construction of this line was commenced 
contrary to the clear mandate of Congress, facts are stubborn things, 
and the fact remains that some of it has been completed—of the 
ipproximately 40 miles involved, practically all of the right-of-way 
has been cleared, most of the holes for the structures have been exca- 
vated, and the structures have been set for a little over one-third of 
the distance. Also, we understand that over 5 miles of wire has been 
strung. 

We understand that both Greenwood and Duke Power Co. have 
offered to purchase and complete this line. If enabling legislation is 
promulgated to sell the line—and we believe such legislation will be 
necessary in the event of any sale thereof—we earnestly request the 
Congress that such legisiation include a clear and irrebuttal prohibi- 
tion against any “lease back,” rental, or similar arrangement whereby 
SEPA or any other Federal agency can get control of the line in spite 
of the clear intent of Congress that they should not own the same. 

Now, as for the Clark Hill-Hartsville line: While we have not been 
nformed as to the exact purpose of this line, we know of no need for 
t as the State is now blanketed with a network of heavy transmission 
lines with sufficient capacity not only to meet the State’s needs but to 
also export large quantities of power out of the State. We again wish 
to assure you of our willingness to asist SEPA in marketing its power 
in a way which will make unnecessary the expenditure of Federal 
funds for transmission lines. 

I would like, in conclusion, to say that while all the power allocated 
to South Carolina has been contracted for, if any more becomes avail- 
able we can market it and help SEPA in any way necessary. 

Mr. Kirwin. Will you supply for the record what the South Caro 
lina Electric & Gas Co. is producing today in kilowatt-hours, what 
they produced in 1940, and what they produced in 19324 

Mr. WiuraMs. Yes, I will supply those figures. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

The kilowatt capacity, together with the number of kilowatt-hours generated 


> 


for the 3 years in question are: 


} 1 W tt r \ 1 8 
i A : : os 
1932 268, 430 454, 442, 531 
1940 8.4 655. 9 
1952 M4 ] HS 


The committee will be interested to know that by the end of this year we 
will add another 150,000 kilowatts of capacity to our system, and that by the 
end of 1955 we will add still an additional 100,000 kilowatts 

According to the South Carolina Public Service Commission, 95 percent of 
all rural residents of South Carolina are being supplied with electricity. These 
figures are not broken down between (a) farm customers and ()) other rural 
customers. (You are probably aware that the definition of a farm as given by the 
Bureau of Census is “any place of 3 or more acres on which the value of agricul 
tural products produced in 1949 amounted to $150 or more; also, any place of 
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than 8 acres on which the value of agricultural products sold in 1949 
inted to $150 or more.”) However, we are reasonably certain of a mini 
of 95 percent of the farms in South Carolina being presently supplied wit! 
tricity 


VIRGINIA ELECTRIC & POWER CO. 


Mr. Jensen. Is anyone here representing the Virginia Electric & 
Power Co. ¢ 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. My name is M. C. Smith. I am vice president 
and veneral manager otf the Virginia Electric & Power Co. 

Mr. Jensen. You have wheeling contracts with the Southeasten 
Power Administration ? 

Mr. Soiru. Yes, sir. 

Mr: Jensen. And those wheeling contracts are in effect now / 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. And there is need for funds in the 1954 appropriation 
bill for a wheeling fee in your area? 

Mr. Smirx. There is, and for the purchase of power. 

Mr. Jensen. And for the purchase of power ? 

Mr. Smirn. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. And you agree that $311,000 is needed for a wheeling 
fee and $508,000 for purchase of power from the Virginia Electric 
& Power Co. in fiseal year 1954? 

Mr. Suiru. The amounts of those figures are dependent on wa 
ter conditions and what Southeastern is able to supply. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 


CAROLINA POWER & LIGHT CO, 


Mr. Surron. My name is L. V. Sutton: I am president of Caro 

1 Power & Light Co. 

I have had the pleasure of appearing before this committee twice 
before, so T will not go into details about my qualifications except 
tosny I have been in the electric business all my life. 

The Carolina Power & Light Co. is a public utility serving the 
eastern and extreme western part of North Carolina, and the north 
eastern part of South Carolina. We have about 340,000 customers, 
of whom about 125.000 are farmers. Our taxes during the last 12 


months were over $11,000,000, which is equivalent to more than 4 mills 


per kilowatt-hour on our general business sales. 


I have a prepared statement and a couple maps I will leave with you. 
Mr. Jensen. Would you like that statement put in the record ¢ 

Mr. Surron. Yes. 

Mr Jensen. Without objection it isso ordered. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF L. V. SUTTON, PRESIDENT OF CAROLINA PoWerR & LIGHT Co. 


My name is L. V. Sutton, and I am president of Carolina Power & Light Co., 
a public utility serving the eastern and extreme western part of North Caro- 
lina, and the northeastern part of South Carolina. The largest city we serve 
is Raleigh, N. C., with a population of about 65,000. We have about 340,000 
customers. Of these, about 125,000 are farmers. The territory is predominantly 
small towns and rural areas, although we do have a substantial industrial load. 
Our taxes during the last 12 months were over $11,000,000, which is equivalent 
to more than 4 mills per kilowatt-hour on our general business sales. 
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I am appearing here in connection with the request of Southeastern Powe! 
Administration for additional funds to enable it to enter the utility business in 
North Carolina in competition with the Carolina Power & Light Co. 

Carolina Power & Light Co. pioneered in giving low rates to rural electric 
cooperatives. For the past 7 years this rate has been 714 mills per kilowatt 
hour delivered to the rural electric cooperative. The co-ops asked for and ob 
tained a flat rate of this kind rather than a demand and energy rate such as 
proposed by Southeastern Power Administration Over the years we have had 
fine relations with the co-ops. We have given them good service, and to the 
best of my knowledge they have been satisfied customers 

Southeastern Power Administration is offering the rural electric cooperatives 
power and energy at a rate of 90 cents per kilowatt per month of demand, plus 
114 mills per kilowatt-hour for the energy. This rate would compel the co-ops 
with low load factors, which are generally the smaller ones, to pay more for their 
electricity. It is slightly lower for the larger ones, but the net effect would only 
he a total saving of less than two-tenths of a mill per kilowatt-hour or less than 
$25,000 per year to all the cooperatives put together 

I understand that Southeastern Power Administration is not asking at th 
time for construction funds to build transmission lines in the territory we serv: 
However, it is requesting a substantial sum for planning and preliminary con 
struction, and the sum of $1,740,000 for operation and maintenance. Of this sum 
$1,390,000 is for cash payments for purchased energy for resale and wheeling 
fees. I believe that both appropriations are unnecessary. 

I cannot understand the need for additional planning, unless it is to further 
the plan of Southeastern for a federally owned and operated transmission system 

The construction of a high-tension transmission system along the Atlantic sea 
board by the Federal Government would he an entirely unnecessary expenditure 
of taxpayers’ money to duplicate the adequate facilities already in existence 
Furthermore, the operating utilities in the area have plans for the orderly ex 
pansion of these facilities as the demand for electric service and integration 
requirements increase. These additional facilities will be financed and con 
structed by the companies and not by the taxpayers. Taxes will be paid on 
them at the Federal, State, and local levels. 

In the initial stages of SEPA their representatives appeared before this and 
other committees of Congress and requested appropriations on the grounds that 
facilities available in the area were inadequate. This approach has been abar 
doned as the fallacy of such argument was shown and now the new approch seems 
to be that of necessity for integration We are unable to understand what 
benefits SEPA expects to obtain by integrating John H. Kerr project, as their 
contract with VEPCO together with their proposed contract with Carolina Power 
& Light Co. would dispose of the entire output of the project. With the entiré 
output disposed of there is nothing to integrate. 

I understand that $410,000 out of the total of $1,390,000 for the purchase of 
power for resale and the payment for transmission service is applicable to a 
contract which has not been consummated between Carolina Power & Light Co 
and Southeastern. This appropriation is not needed for Carolina Power & Light 
Co. because on December 29, 1952, we submitted two proposals attached to our 
letter of that date. This letter, together with the proposals, is attached to this 
statement and marked “Exhibit A.” Under proposal 1 there is no purchase of 
power for resale nor is there any transmission of power for Southeastern in 
volved. Under proposal 2 there is no power for resale involved and Carolina 
Power & Light Co. is, as it has offered to do in the past, willing to accept powe! 
and energy in exchange for the transmission service. Proposal 2 also provides 
that the company will deliver to the cooperatives over twice the entire dependable 
supply of electricity from John H. Kerr project allotted to that portion of eastern 
North Carolina now served by the company. The cost of electricity to the co 
operatives under this plan would be identical with the cost to them if they be 
came the direct customers of Southeastern. 

Furthermore, an exchange of power in lieu of cash could be extended to the 
contracts already in existence, to the mutual benefit of the Federal Government 
and the power companies involved. 

In my previous appearances before this committee I have told about my efforts 
to reach an agreement with Southeastern and have made plain my position I 
do not intend to repeat what I have said from time to time, for it is all in the 
printed record. However, I do want to repeat a statement which I made here on 
Monday, March 5,1951. It reads as follows: 


30433—653—pt. 4 26 
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“T have examined section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 with great care 
and have read legal interpretations of it. I cannot find a single word in its lan 
guage that gives any authority to SEPA to purchase any power from anyone for 
resale or distribution. The wording expressly confines the power to be dis 
tributed or transmitted to surplus electric power and eneregy generated as 
reservoir projects 

“I do not believe that the Southeastern Power Administration has any right 

‘authority to buy power, or to act as a powerbroker. For this reason I do not 
helieve that this committee should give SEPA this wide-open fund to be used for 
this purpose. It would certainly lead to wide abuses detrimental to the public 
interest.” 

On Febrnary 8, 1952, I made exactly the same statement before this com- 
mittee. There is no possibility of my position in these matters being misunder 
stood 

I believe the committee is probably familiar with a recent decision of the 
Arkansas Supreme Court touching on this matter; and, while it is true that the 
decision is applicable to Arkansas only, it did interpret section 5 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944, and their interpretation is exactly in accord with the posi- 
tion we have maintained heretofore 

Our proposals just referred to and marked “Exhibit A” were refused by a 
dated January 22, 1953, which letter is attached to this statement and 
marked for reference as “Exhibit B.” 

We replied to the letter of January 22, 1953, by a letter dated February 3, 1953. 
This letter briefly summarizes the offers and what they mean, and I want to read 
it to you: 


Mr. CHARLES W. LEAVY, 
Administrator, Southeastern Power Administration, Elberton, Ga. 

Dear Mr. Tl Eavy: This will respond to your letter of January 22, 1953, refusing 
fo accept either of the two proposals for the marketing of electric power from 
the John H. Kerr project which we made at the December 18, 1952, meeting be- 
tween representatives of the Carolina Power & Light Co. and Southeastern Power 
Administration and confirmed in writing by our letter to you of December 29, 
1952 

Both of our offers were carefully prepared. We believe them to be in the 
ublic interest. Operations under them would be practical and simple. Evidently 
you are in accord on these points, for in your letter you make no adverse comment 
m the provisions outlined, but you state that our proposals are incompatible 
with law, and with the views of the Interior Department. We wish to state most 
emphatically that our proposals are not incompatible with law nor with section 5 
f the Flood Control Act of 1944 as passed by Congress, although we realize 
that they are not in line with Mr. Chapman’s and your stated aims and 
ideologies 

Your interpretation of section 5 of the Flood Control Act, to the effect that this 
section prevents you from accepting either of our offers, is both arbitrary and 
untenab'e. There is no wording in the act that would prevent either of the 
proposals we made being put in effect by an appropriate contract. Further, there 
is nothing in the law that directs or even authorizes the Department to purchase 
power for resale and go into the power brokerage business in competition with 
i privately owned business, 

There is no requirement that compels us to surrender our customers of 
many years’ standing to the Government, and there is no requirement that the 
rural cooperatives must be the direct or controlled customers of the Government 
n order to get Government power. While it is true that in some cases Interior, 
through its agencies, is serving cooperatives as direct customers; nevertheless, 

is common practice for Interior to sell power and energy to electric com- 
panies. These utilities, in turn, integrate the Government power with their own 
resources (just as Carolina Co. proposes to do with power from the John H. 
Kerr project) and sell the resulting power to rural electric cooperatives. 

Our proposal No. 1 is an offer to purchase one-third of the power and energy 
from the project with no change in our present rate of 7.5 mills for service to 
the cooperatives. This proposal is approximately $200,000 per year better from 
the Government's standpoint than either the proposed contract submitted by your 
organization or our proposal No. 2. The low flat rate of 7.5 mills is especially 
i1dvantageous to the smaller cooperatives having low load factors, who, under 

ur proposed contract, would pay more than 7.5 mills. 
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Our proposal No, 2 incorporates the essential features of the contract prop i 
submitted by your organization with two exceptions, which exceptions were 
that we did not agree to turn over to you customers now having contracts wit! 


us and did not agree to sell to you energy for resale, This proy al makes ava 
ible to the electric cooperatives in eastern North Carolina exactly the same 
rate from us that you offered them This proposal also ould return to the 
Government as much money as it would receive under your proposed contract 
We cannot understand why, if the cooperatives receive from us all of the 
benefits you offered, you are so insistent on having them as your customers. It 
is much more logical for the cooperatives to remain the customers of the con 
pany in view of the fact that all the electricity you have available for eastet 


North Carolina will not even take care of the present requirements of the 
cooperatives we are serving in eastern Carolina, to say nothing of their future 
requirements; and, further, when the entire amount of the firm kilowatt-hours 
allocated to North Carolina from the project is far less than one 
used by the cooperatives in eastern North Carolina during the } 

The firm kilowatt-hours which you will have allotted to all of North Car n 
are only sufficient to serve approximately 17,000 kilowatts of cooperative load 
at their present average load factor Our proposal N 2 would allow such 
cooperatives to receive at your rates 50,000 kilowatts, almost double the amount 
of firm power and energy you have allotted to North Carolina from the project 
At the same time we would pay you for an additional amount of approximately 
25,000 kilowatts, payment for which would go toward helping this project money 
out. 

In respect to your comments about the shortness of time remaining before al 
units go into service, our company is ready and willing to carry out any off 
we made to the committees of Congress in our appearances before them, and 
in our letters to the Southeastern Power Administration. We urge you to furthe 
consider the two proposals which we have made you. They could be put int 
effect promptly. They are advantageous to all concerned, and are practical fron 
the operating standpoint 

We are enclosing copies of proposals No. 1 and No. 2 for your convenience 

Yours very truly, 





H. B. Roernson, Vice President 


Perhaps the attached chart marked “Exhibit C” will make the picture a liftle 
clearer, will emphasize in your minds what it is that SEPA proposes and wh) 
it is so inconsistent with good economy This chart is a weekly load curve 
(approximate) showing amounts of electricity available from Kerr project and 
required from Carolina Co. resources to supply 30,000 kilowatts of REA loads as 
proposed by Southeastern and under minimum water conditions. It will be 
noted that by far the major portion of the requirements of the co-ops are met 
by Carolina Power & Light Co., the red being that part SEPA can supply and 
that represented by the cross hatch is the part which Carolina Power & Light C« 
would have to supply to meet the co-ops’ requirements 

Please refer to the next exhibit marked “Exhibit D.” This exhibit shows thi 
average number of hours that the 30,000 kilowatts of Kerr project power wil 
be available for eastern North Carolina Rural Cooperative load under the con 
tract proposed by SEPA. This exhibit has been put in clock form to show bot 
minimum and average water conditions and is self-explanatory 

I think it is significant and I think the committee will be interested in just a 
slight analysis of what SEPA has refused under each of the proposals particular 
ly proposal No. 1. The refusal of this proposal means that the Government 
(that is, the taxpayers of this country) is out of pocket approximately $200,000 
to save some 17 co-ops in eastern North Carolina the sum total of approximate) 
$24,000. This does not sound real but these are the facts 

Under proposal 2 the co-ops would get identically the same rate as has bee 
proposed by SEPA, and SEPA would be spared the additional office force and 
incident cost of calculating 54 points of delivery and rendering bills therefor 


This type of handling would make for a much simpler organization, and it et 
if employed generally throughout Southeastern it would practically e! vate 


the necessity for that Administration, as all of these duties could easily be as 
similated by the Power Division of the Department of Interior, probably with 
out the addition of any personnel. 

It has been, and still is my firm conviction, that SEPA wishes to have the cus 
tomers as customers of SEPA for the principal reason and purpose of putting 
SEPA in the power business in our service area, and in the service area of other 
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companies, in competition with us in our area, and with other companies in thei 
area n other words, socialize the industry. I think we all recognize that 
fact, and to not face it is simply to evade the real point at issue. 

We anticipate another meeting with Southeastern, and I very much hope that 
we can arrive at a satisfactory solution of the problem. All that is necessar) 
to agreement is for Southeastern to lay aside the artificial roadblocks that have 
prevented earlier settlement; roadblocks which we believe to be contrary to the 
act under which Southeastern operates. 

I thank you for the privilege of appearing before you. 


Exuripir A 


CAROLINA PoWER & LIGHT Co., 
Raleigh, N. C., December 29, 1952 
Mr. CHARLES W. LEAVY, 
tdministrator, Southeastern Power Administration, 
Elbe rton, Ga. 

Dear Str: On December 18, 1952, representatives of our company met with 
Messrs. Condon, Kelly, Lamb, and Wigglesworth of your organization to discuss 
the disposition of one-third of the output of the John H. Kerr project of the Fed 
eral Government. Our representatives made two proposals, either of which may 
be accepted by you as a basis of a contract. Your representatives requested 
that we reduce these proposals to writing and submit them to you in the form of 
summaries of basic principles rather than in the form of drafts of detailed 
contracts 

The company recognizes that the dependable capacity of the project (171,000 
kilowatts) claimed by SEPA will not be availabe in full for an average of more 
than 3% hours per day during low-water periods. Also, the full dependable 
capacity will not be available when the reservoir is drawn down, and a generating 
unit is under repair. 

The company recognizes further that the operation of the John H. Kerr project 
will be subject to rules and regulations of the Army engineers for flood control, 
sanitation, fish conservation and minimum flows below the John H. Kerr Dam. 
From its studies the company believes that the amount of dependable capacity 
claimed by SEPA probably can be realized by appropriate adjustments in the plan 
of reservoir regulation. The company would expect SEPA at all times to so 
operate the project as to obtain the amount of dependable capacity represented 
by it to be available to the company together with the maximum amount of 
dependable energy consistent with such dependable capacity. 

Obviously, the power and energy from the John H. Kerr project cannot be used 
as it stands by customers such as the co-ops. They cannot use off and on power. 
They require power that is available to them every hour of every day. 

The company believes proposal No. 1 to be the most desirable from the national 
viewpoint, the most practical to administer, and the proposal would insure the 
most effective and widespread use of the power and energy. 

Proposal No. 2 makes available to the cooperatives the amount of power and 
energy proposed by vou and at the same rates of charge therefor as proposed by 
you; and also the transmission charges will be at the same rates as outlined in 
your proposal. Our proposal No. 2 also incorporates the essential principles of 
your proposed contract dated Angust 27, 1952, submitted by you, except that the 
company does not turn its customers over to you and does not agree to sell to 
you electric energy for resale. 

We submit these proposals for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 
H. B. Rorinson, Vice President. 


PROPOSAL No. 1 FoR CONTRACT BETWEEN SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 
AND CAROLINA PoWgr & LIGHT Co. 


BASIS 


This proposal contemplates the purchase by Carolina Power & Light Co., of 
one-third of the capacity and energy to be realized from the John H,. Kerr hydro- 
electric project of the Federal Government, which capacity and energy will be 
utilized to the full extent of its value for the benefit of all the customers of the 
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pany This capacity and energy is to be delivered to the company at the 
Virginia-North Carolina State line over the existing interstate transmission line 

ending from the John H. Kerr project to Henderson, N.C 

Che contract is to be for a period of 10 years 


WHAT CAROLINA POWER & IGHT CO, WILI ”) 


Che company will take and pay for 

a) One-third (57,000 kilowatts) of the dependable capacity ut 90 cents per 

owatt per month 

(b) One-third of the dependable energy and one-third of the secondary energy 

$5 mills per kilowatt-hour 

c) One-third of the nondependable capacity delivered as guaranteed at the 

te of 1% cents per kilowatt for each day of the guaranteed period 

(d) One-third of the available dump energy when, in the opinion of the 
ompany 

1. It is physically practical to utilize such dump energy and the price at which 

»dump energy is offered is such that the company can cut back on the operation 

ts steam-electric stations to advantage, or 


» 


2. The dump energy can be disposed of to neighboring utilities to advantage 


WHAT SEPA WILL DO 


SEPA, at all times, will cause the project to be operated so as to deliver to the 
company : 

(a) The dependable capacity to which it is entitled (57,000 kilowatts) 

(b) The maximum amourt of dependable energy consistent with such depend- 
ible capacity. 

SEPA will make every effort to schedule the outages of units for maintenance 
and overhaul at times mutually agreeable. 

SEPA will advise the company, not less than 1 week before the beginning of 
each calendar month, the amount of secondary energy that will be available 
from the project during such calendar month 

SEPA, from time to time, will advise the company as to the nondependable 
capacity that SEPA will guarantee to be available from the project for a period 
of 30 consecutive days or more. 


DEFINITIONS 


The total dependable capacity of the project is to be the kilowatts that can 
be generated with all units operating when the reservoir elevation is at a mini 
mum. This total dependable capacity is represented by SEPA to be 171,000 
kilowatts. 

Nondependable capacity is to be the number of kilowatts which may be made 
available from time to time due to higher reservoir levels and which is guaranteed 
by SEPA to be available on call for periods of not less than 30 consecutive days 

Dependable energy is to be the number of kilowatt-hours available at all times 
during minimum water conditions by making the most effective use of the avail- 
able storage for the dependable power. 

Secondary energy is to be the kilowatt-hours in addition to the dependable 
energy which can be generated during the 60 peak hours of each week 

Dump energy is to be the kilowatt-hours which can be generated from time to 
time during the other hours of the week. 

H. B. Rowirnson, Vice President 


Proposat No. 2 ror CoNnTRACT BETWEEN SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 
AND CAROLINA Power & Ligur Co. 


BASIS 


This proposal is based upon the utilization by the customers of Carolina Power 
& Light Co., of one-third of the capacity and energy to be realized from the 


John H. Kerr hydroelectric project of the Federal Government, 30,000 kilowatts 
of which capacity with energy will be sold to co-ops at the same price at which 
the Southeastern Power Administration sells to the company. This capacity 
and energy is to be delivered to the company at the Virginia-North Carolina 
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State line over the existing interstate transmission line extending from the John 
H. Kerr project to Henderson, N. C. 
The contract is to be for a period of 10 years. 


WHAT CAROLINA POWER & LIGHT CO. WILL DO 


The company will take and pay for 

(a) One-third (57,000 kilowatts) of the dependable capacity at 90 cents per 
kilowatt per mont} 

(b) One-third of the dependable energy and one-third of the secondary energy 
it 4.5 mills per kilowatt-hour 

(c) One-third of the nondependable capacity delivered as guaranteed at the 
rate of one and one-quarter cents per kilowatt for each day of the guaranteed 
period 

(d) One-third of the available dump energy, when in the opinion of the 
company : 

1. It is physically practical to utilize such dump energy and the price at 
which the dump energy is offered is such that the company can cut back on the 
operation of its steam-electric stations to advantage, or 

2. The dump energy can be disposed of to neighboring utilities to advantage 

‘he company will sell each month up to 30,000 kilowatts of firm capacity and 
energy at the customer’s load factor, to the rural electric co-ops situated on its 
transmission system in eastern North Carolina. 

The company will distribute this firm power and energy among the various 
co-ops in proportion to their maximum loads at the time this agreement takes 
effect. The company will charge the co-ops the same rates which SEPA charges 
the company for dependable power and energy at the SEPA delivery point on 
the Virginia-North Carolina State line. 

The company will sell ¢ iiouth to these rural electric co-ops all of their 
additional power requirements at the load factor of each co-op at the company’s 
applicable rate 

WHAT SEPA WILL DO 


SEPA, at all times, will cause the project to be operated so as to deliver to 
the company 

(a) The dependable capacity to which it is entitled (57,000 kilowatts). 

(b) The maximum amount of dependable energy consistent with such depend- 
able capacity. 

SEPA will make every effort to schedule the outages of units for maintenance 
and overhaul at times mutually agreeable. 

SEPA will advise the company not less than 1 week before the beginning of 
each calendar month, the amount of secondary energy that will be available 
from the project during such calendar month. 

SEPA, from time to time, will advise the company as to the nondependable 
capacity that SEPA will guarantee to be available from the project for a period 
of 30 consecutive days or more. 

In respect to the capacity and energy sold by the company to the rural electric 
co-ops at the SEPA rate, SEPA will, for billing purposes each month, deduct 
the actual capacity and energy losses on such deliveries to the co-ops from the 
deliveries of dependable capacity and dependable and secondary energy to the 
company. 

SEPA will give to the company a credit on each monthly bill for transmission 
fees on all energy furnished to the co-ops with the aforesaid 30,000 kilowatts 
of firm capacity at co-op’s load factor, which credit shall be computed as follows; 

(a) One mill per kilowatt-hour when the co-op delivery point is 100 miles or 
less from the point of delivery by SEPA to Carolina on the Virginia-North 
Carolina State line. 

(6) One and three-fourths mills per kilowatt-hour when the co-op delivery 
point is more than 100 miles but not more than 150 miles from said SEPA point 
of delivery. 

(c) Two and one-fourth mills per kilowatt-hour when the co-op delivery point 
is more than 150 miles but not more than 185 miles from said SEPA point of 
delivery. 

DEFINITIONS 


The total dependable capacity of the project is to be the kilowatts that can 
be generated with all units operating when the reservoir elevation is at a mini- 
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ium. ‘This total dependable capacity is represented by SEPA to be 171,000 
kilowatts. 

Nondependable capacity is to be the number of kilowatts which may be made 
available from time to time due to higher reservoir levels and which is guaran 
teed by SEPA to be available on call for periods of not less than 30 consecutive 
days. 

Dependable energy is to be the number of kilowatt-hours available at all 
times during minimum water conditions by making the most effective use of the 
ivailable storage for the dependable power 

Secondary energy is to be the kilowatt-hours in addition to the dependable 
energy which can be generated during the 60 peak hours of each week 

Dump energy is to be the kilowatt-hours which can be generated from time to 
time during the other hours of the week. 

H. B. Rospinson, Vice President 


Exnuisit B 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION, 
Klberton, Ga., January 22, 19538 


Mr. H. B. RosBinson, 
Vice President, Carolina Power & Light Co., 
Raleigh, N.C 

DeaAR Mr. Rospinson: This will respond to your letter of December 29 forward 
ing summaries of the two proposals for the disposal of Kerr project power which 
you made at the December 18 meeting between representatives of your com 
pany and Southeastern. 

Both of your proposals have for their fundamental premise that all Kerr 
project power awaiting disposal in North Carolina shall be sold to your com 
pany. Essentially, they constitute but a repetition of your company’s earlier 
proposals which were rejected by Southeastern because of their incompatibility 
with law. As we have informed you on several previous occasions, such pro 
posals are not acceptable under section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. Not 
only do your proposals contemplate that we shall contract away the right of 
publie bodies and cooperatives to purchase power from the Government if they 
so desire, but your proposals also provide that there shall be awarded to your 
company that very preference in the sale of power which is by luw given only 
to public bodies and cooperatives 

It is particularly disappointing that you should elect once again to make 
proposals of known unacceptability at this juncture in our negotiations. The 
contract proposal which was tendered to your company by Southeastern on Sep- 
tember 4, 1952, was patterned after the wheeling, firming, and sale of power 
contract which had just been executed with the Virginia Electric & Power Co 
for disposal of two-thirds of the Kerr project output. The possible willingness 
to wheel power which your company had indicated both to the Congress and to 
Southeastern, and the conferences which occurred between us following South 
eastern’s contract proposal, gave promise that there might be concluded with 
your company proper arrangements for disposal of the remaining one-third of 
the project’s output. A relatively short interval now remains for our negotia 
tions, since, as you know, a portion of the final one-third of ultimate capacity 
will be installed at the project by April 1, 1953. 

We are hopeful that arrangements similar to those now in operation with 
the Virginia Electric & Power Co. can be made with your company. While we 
recognize that your company’s economic and enginering circumstances may dif 
fer from those of the Virginia Electric & Power Co. and are willing to negotiate 
appropriate contractual provision for such differences, the fundamental con 
cept of the VEPCO arrangement that there shall be no abridgement of the 
rights of preferred agencies to purchase power from the Government must form 
the basis of our agreement with you. 

In view of the nature of your latest proposals, the limited time availabie for 
disposal of the project’s entire output necessitates that we now be informed as 
to whether or not your company is willing to transmit power to preferred agen 
cies for the account of the Government. It is essential that Southeastern have 
your definite resolution of this matter without delay. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHas. W. Leavy, Administrator 
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Mr. Jensen. At this point let me ask you: You represent the Caro 

. Power & Light Co. ? 

Mr. Surron. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. There is an item of $156.000 in the fiscal 1954 budget 
for wheeling fees for your company and $254,000 for the purchase of 
energy. In your judgment, are those figures about right 2 

Mr. Surron. No. 

Mr. JENSEN. No? 

Mr. Surron. I feel confident neither of them are needed. 

Mr. Jensen. Tell us why. 

Mr. Surron. Because our company has taken the position that we 
will do everything that SEPA wishes us to do in the disposition of 
the power, which we hope to get, except to sell the Government power 
and to wheel as SEPA interprets wheeling. Those items are for the 
purch: ise of power we do not think the ‘Vv have a right to pure ‘hase, and 
for wheeling fees which we do not think are desirable in this case. 

Mr. JENSEN. And you guarantee to wheel power tO preferred Cus- 
tomers if need be ? 

Mr. Surron. Well, they submitted a contract to us similar to Vir 
rinia, and we have agreed in that to do everything that Virginia has 
done except two things. The net result to the preferred customer, in 
this case the REA’s, is the same. The Government gets as much 
money for the power, but we sell this extra power to the customer 
and keep our customers ourselves rather than sell it to the Government 
and wheel it to the customer for the Government. 

Mr. Jensen. Under arrangements of that nature there would be no 
need for the Congress to appropriate any money for w heeling fees that 
would be paid to your company / 

Mr. Surron. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. By any stretch of the imagination ? 

Mr. Surron. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. Nor to purchase power ? 

Mr. Swrron. That is correct. I will explain our arrangement 
brie fly a little later. 

Maybe this is presumptuous for us to say so, but I am saying it 
with the knowledge of the Virginia company. The Virginia com- 
pany signed that agreement, but there is no need for you to make an 
appropriation for the purchase of power or for wheeling, because 
the Virginia company will pay SEPA each mchith so much for power, 
and those other ch: arges could be a credit, so that the bill would be 
2 net bill the Government would receive. 

Mr. Jensen. So you and the gentleman who represents the Virginia 
Electric & Power Co. are in disagreement ? 

Mr. Surron. No: if you will pardon me. Thev have entered into 
an agreement to do that because SEPA insisted upon its being handled 
that way. I understand they preferred it this wav. or even preferred 
to pay with power for power so no money would pass, but SEPA 
did not want it that way. TI have a copy of a contract Interior made 
with the Oklahoma company where the company is billed for the 
power purchased by the power company and deduct from that the 
power sold. so there is a net bill. Tt is all set out in this contract. 

I think if you will ask the Virginia company they would be more 
than pleased to have that arrangement. 
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Mi JENS Ne But under the provislons of the contract which you 
e with SEPA, you are required to accept a wheeling fee, and 
the Virginia Electric & Power Co. area SEPA has the privi 
1 purchasi! gy power ih any amount for fiscal 1954 for which they 
‘quest funds here to do, $508,000. 

Mr. Suiru. That is correct, under the contract that has been sigl ec. 

earlier negotiations we urged SEPA to work out a contract with 
=: on the basis of a net billing in which the eredits would be made 
igainst the sums that would be paid on account of the services ren 
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lered. The manager of Southeastern refused to negotiate on that 
basis. and also refused to negotiate on the basis of exchange of power. 

Mr. JENSEN. So unless that provision of the contract is changed, 
these sums which are requested here in the 1954 appropriation bill 
you consider are about the right sums which Congress shot ld 
appropriate / 

Mr. Smirn. We believe them to be approximately correct. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. Go ahead, Mr. Sutton. 

Mr. Surron. In Mr. Leavy’s testimony, which was published, he re 
fers to Carolina Power & Light Co. in a number of places, and there 
were a number of places where he was careless in his statement 

First was the question that the chairman asked him, to which he 
replied that no one had challenged their authority under section 5 of 
the Flood Control Act, which was referred to by Mr. Branch 

When I appeared before you here on March 5, 1951, 1 made this 
statement: 


I have examined section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 with great care and 
have read legal interpretations of i I cannot find a sinvle word in its languag 
that vives any authority to SEPA to purchase any power from anyone for resale 
or distribution. The wording expressly confines the power to be distributed o1 
transmitted to surplus electric power and energy generated as reservoir projects 

I do not believe that the Southeastern Power Administration has any righ 
or authority to buy power, or to act as a power broket 


On February 8 of last year I made exactly the same statement before 
this committee, which was put in the record. 

Mavbe Mr. Leavy did not see those, but on February o>, 1958, 30 
days before he appeared before you, in reply to his letter refusing the 
proposals we made, we wrote him this letter, and I would like to 
quote part of it: 


Evidently you are in accord on these points, for in your letter you make no 
adverse comment on the provisions outlined, but you state that our proposals 
are incompatible with law, and with the views of the Interior Department We 
Wish to state most emphatically that our proposals are not incompatible with 
law nor with section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 as passed by Congress 
although we realize that they are not in line with Mr. Chapman's and your 
stated aims and ideologies. 

Your interpretation of section 5 of the flood-control act, to the effect that this 
section prevents you from accepting either of our offers, is both arbitrary and 
untenable. There is no wording in the act that would prevent either of the 
proposals we made being put in effect by an appropriate contract. Further, there 
is nothing in the law that directs or even authorizes the Department to purchase 
power for resale and go into the power brokerage business in competition with 
a privately owned business, 

‘Vihere is no requirement that compels us to surrender our customers of many 
years’ standing to the Government, and there is no requirement that the rural 
cooperatives must be the direct or controlled customers of the Government: in 
order to get Government power. 
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Of course the Arkansas case confirmed that. 

In our proposals, as I mentioned in part when you were asking me 
what we will do, we first agreed to purchase all the power from the 
Government at the same price they proposed to sell it to cooperatives 
and others, and then put it in with the other power and all customers 
get advantage of it. 

Our proposal No, 2 was identical with what Virginia accepted and 
identical with the contract which SEPA proposed and submitted to us, 
except fortwo provisions. We did not agree to turn our customers over 
to SEPA, and we did not agree to sell SEPA power. We did agree 
that the Government would receive the same »mount of money, and 
we did agree that the cooperatives would receive power at exactly the 
rate SEPA proposed to charge them. 

Our first proposal pays the Government $200,000 more than the 
other proposal. 

SEPA has only a small amount of power. The whole amount they 
have available for North Carolina will hardly supply the cooperatives 
in eastern North Carolina. 

Mr. Jensen. I want to ask you this question: Has vour company 
served every person who has asked for power at this time ? 

Mr. Surron. Yes. 

Mr. Jensrn. And will you continue to build adequate facilities, 
reducing facilities and transmission facilities, to take care of any load 
growth that might develop in your area? 

Mr. Surron. We have and we will. 

Mr. Krrwan. I wish you would insert in the record at this point 
what the Carolina Power & Light Co. is producing today in kilowatt- 
hours, what they produced in 1940, and what they produced in 1932. 

Mr. Surron. I will be glad to submit that information. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 

When I appeared before the Interior Subcommittee of the House, of which 
Congressman Jensen is chairman, last Tuesday morning, March 31, at the close 
of my testimony Congressman Kirwan requested that I obtain and put into the 
record certain information. I! quote from the record of the testimony: 

“Mr. Kirwan. I wish vou would insert in the record at this point what Carolina 
is producing today in kilowatt-hours, what they produced in 1940, and what they 
produced in 1932.” 

In reply, I wish to give you the following information: Carolina Power & Light 
Co. furnished the following kilowatt-hours of firm load to its regular customers: 


Year: Kilowatt-hours 
1932 ; 450, 3857, 000 
1940 . iets 922, 716, 000 


Sd ie ___ 3,174,774, 000 


1952 

I trust this gives you the information requested by Mr. Kirwan. 

Mr. Jensen. Is there anyone here representing the A palachian Elec- 
tric Co.? 

Mr. Surron. T do not think so. 

Mr. Jensen. Wasthat all, Mr. Sutton ? 

Mr. Surron. There were other inaccuracies in Mr. Learv’s testimony 
as reported in the record, but I think the one I mentioned is typical. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, gentlemen. 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 1, 1953. 
SOUTHEASTERN Power ADMINISTRATION 
WITNESSES 


J. E. SMITH, CHASE CITY, VA., CHAIRMAN, SOUTHEAST POWER 
COMMITTEE; MANAGER, MECKLENBURG ELECTRIC COOPERA- 
TIVE; VIRGINIA DIRECTOR ON NATIONAL BOARD OF NATIONAL 
RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 

CLAYTON MORETZ, SANFORD, N. C., PRESIDENT, TARHEEL ELEC- 
TRIC MEMBERSHIP ASSOCIATION, RALEIGH, N. C.; MANAGER, 
CENTRAL ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP. 

HENRY M. FARIS, LAURENS, S. C., MEMBER, SOUTHEAST POWER 
COMMITTEE; MANAGER, LAURENS ELECTRIC COGPERATIVE 

WALTER HARRISON, MILLEN, GA., VICE CHAIRMAN, SOUTHEAST 
POWER COMMITTEE; MANAGER, GEORGIA ELECTRIC MEMBER- 
SHIP CORP.; GEORGIA DIRECTOR ON NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

LEON E. WEAVER, QUINCY, FLA., MANAGER, TALQUIN ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE, INC.; MEMBER, SOUTHEAST POWER COMMITTEE 

ADM. P. N. L. BELLINGER, ALLEGHENY, VA., MEMBER, SOUTHEAST 
POWER COMMITTEE; PRESIDENT, VIRGINIA ASSOCIATION OF 
ELECTRIC CO-OPS; PRESIDENT, CRAIG-BOTETOURT ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE NEW CASTLE, VA. 

ALEXANDER HUDGINS, RICHMOND, VA., EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
VIRGINIA ASSOCIATION OF ELECTRIC COOPERATIVES; EDITOR, 
RURAL VIRGINIA 

W. H. BROWN, BOWLING GREEN, VA., MEMBER, SOUTHEAST POWER 
COMMITTEE; MANAGER, VIRGINIA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE; 
SECRETARY-TREASURER, VIRGINIA ASSOCIATION OF ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVES 

J. R. ALLIN, WARSAW, VA., MEMBER, SOUTHEAST POWER COMMIT- 
TEE; MANAGER, NORTHERN NECK ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 

L. E. LONG, DAYTON, VA., MEMBER, SOUTHEAST POWER COMMIT- 
TEE; MANAGER, SHENANDOAH VALLEY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 

HEYWOOD H. McKINNEY, WADESBORO, N. C., MEMBER, SOUTHEAST 
POWER COMMITTEE; MANAGER, PEE DEE ELECTRIC MEMBER- 
SHIP CORP. 

T. B. AMIS, NEWBERRY, S. C., MEMBER, SOUTHEAST POWER COM- 
MITTEE; PRESIDENT, NEWBERRY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE; 
SOUTH CAROLINA DIRECTOR, NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOP- 
ERATIVE ASSOCIATION BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

ROBERT F. ARMSTRONG, JACKSON, GA., MANAGER, CENTRAL 
GEORGIA ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP. 

G. W. PATRICK, GRIFFIN, GA., PRESIDENT, CENTRAL GEORGIA 
ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP. 

T. F. FREEMAN, FORSYTH, GA., DIRECTOR, CENTRAL GEORGIA 
ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP. 

J. P. MADDOX, MADISON, GA., DIRECTOR, CENTRAL GEORGIA ELEC- 
TRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP. 

WILLIAM H. BOOTH, COMMERCE, GA., CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF DIREC- 
TORS, JACKSON ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP.; MEMBER NINTH 
DISTRICT EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, GEORGIA ELECTRIC MEM- 
BERSHIP CORP. 
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T. S. MASON, HARTWELL, GA., MEMBER, SOUTHEAST POWER COM- 
MITTEE; MANAGER, HART COUNTY ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP 
CORP. 

J. R. CHAMBLESS, ALAMO, GA., MANAGER, LITTLE OCMULGEE ELEC- 
TRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP.: MEMBER, GENERATION AND TRANS- 
MISSION COMMITTEE, GEORGIA ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP. 

SCHLEY MOORE, SANDERSVILLE, GA., MANAGER, WASHINGTON 
COUNTY ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP.; MEMBER, GENERATION 
AND TRANSMISSION COMMITTEE, GEORGIA ELECTRIC MEMBER- 
SHIP CORP. 

JAMES B. POLHILL, JR., LOUISVILLE, GA., MANAGER, JEFFERSON 
COUNTY ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP.; CHAIRMAN, GENERA 
TION AND TRANSMISSION COMMITTEE, GEORGIA ELECTRIC 
MEMBERSHIP CORP. 

PHILIP HARRISON, MILLEN, GA., PRESIDENT, PLANTERS ELECTRIC 
MEMBERSHIP CORP. 

KERMIT J. CHANCE, MILLEN, GA., MANAGER, PLANTERS ELECTRIC 
MEMBERSHIP CORP. 

W. A. FOSTER, DALLAS, GA., ATTORNEY, DOUGLAS COUNTY ELEC- 
TRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP., DOUGLASVILLE, GA. 

W. R. THOMAS, DOUGLASVILLE, GA., DIRECTOR, DOUGLAS COUNTY 
ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP. 

H. S. GLENN, MOULTRIE, GA., MANAGER, COLQUITT RURAL ELEC- 
TRIC CO.; MEMBER, SOUTHEAST POWER COMMITTEE 

ERNEST G. SMITH, CAMILLA, GA., MANAGER, MITCHELL COUNTY 
ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP.; MEMBER, SOUTHEAST POWER 
COMMITTEE 

W. Y. ANDREWS, BARNESVILLE, GA., MANAGER, LAMAR ELECTRIC 
MEMBERSHIP CORP. 

W. L. RICHEY, REIDSVILLE, GA., MANAGER, CANOOCHEE ELECTRIC 
MEMBERSHIP CORP. 

D. L. DURRENCE, REIDSVILLE, GA., PRESIDENT, CANOOCHEE ELEC- 
TRIC MEMBERSHIP CORP. 

D. M. POLLOCK, MONROE, GA., PRESIDENT, GEORGIA ELECTRIC 
MEMBERSHIP CORP.; PRESIDENT, WALTON ELECTRIC MEMBER- 
SHIP CORP. 

W. W. HENLEY, CAMPBELLTON, FLA., FLORIDA DIRECTOR, NA- 
TIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION BOARD 
OF DIRECTORS; MEMBER, SOUTHEAST POWER COMMITTEE; 
DIRECTOR, WEST FLORIDA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE; DIRECTOR, 
ALABAMA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 

PARKS E. BAKER, MADISON, FLA., PRESIDENT, SEMINOLE ELEC- 
TRIC COOPERATIVE; DIRECTOR, TRI-COUNTY ELECTRIC COOPER- 
ATIVE 

A. L. TAYLOR, MADISON, FLA., MANAGER, TRI-COUNTY ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE 

EARL L. PHILLIPS, CLINTON, MISS., MANAGER, CAPITAL ELECTRIC 
POWER ASSOCIATION; SOUTH MISSISSIPPI ELECTRIC POWER 
ASSOCIATION 

DAN HUGHES, NAHUNTA, GA. 


Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have before the committee this 
morning a number of officials of the electric cooperatives from the 
Southeastern part of the United States. 
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I believe Mr. J. E. Smith will testify first. All right, Mr. Smith, 
you may proceed. 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have a 
prepared statement which I have given for the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT oF J. E. SMITH, CHAIRMAN, SOUTHEAST POWER COMMITYIEE, AND 
MANAGER, MECKLENBURG COOPERATIVE, CHASE CITY, \ A. 


Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is J. E. Smith, of 

City, Va. I am manager of the Mecklenburg Electric Cooperative and 
chairman of the Southeast Power Committee. This committee is couiposed of 
representatives of the 212 electric cooperatives in the S Southeastern States 
which comprise the Southeastern Power Administration area 

As chairman of this committee, I appear in general support of the request 
for appropriations that affect the various electric cooperatives in the Southeast 
urea Specific support for these items in the States other than Virginia will 
/ presented by representatives, following me, from their individual states 

So far as Virginia is concerned, however, I wish to request your consideration 
of the appropriations asked for by the Southeastern Power Administration for 
wheeling charges under the wheeling contract between the Government and 
Virginia Bilectric & Power Co. for wheeling of power from the John H. Ker 
Dam to the electric Cooperatives in Virginia We understand your concern in 
attempting to hold appropriations to a minimum. We are in sympathy with 
your attitude and ask only that vou give study and consideration to the request 
nd provide sufficient funds for operation, maintenance, and planning and other 
essential moneys needed by Southeastern Power Administration to make avail 
able Federal hydroelectric power to the cooperatives in our area, 

As a result of long negotiations between the Government and the Virginia 
Blectric & Power Co., along with the efforts of the electric cooperatives in 
Virginia, a wheeling contract was concluded, but it is wholly dependent upon 
appropriations from Congress each year to make it eifective. Without appro 
priations there is no wheeling contract We would like to call to your attentio! 
the fact that this money is returned to the United States Treasury from revenue 
of power sold to the cooperatives each year This is not an expense to the 
Government because it is recovered. The electric cooperatives in Virginia 
approached the wheeling arrangement now existing as in the spirit of what 
we understood was the wish of the Congress. We therefore earnestly solicit 
your approval of this item 

Speaking for the other States in the Southeast, I am sorry to say that the 
electric Cooperatives have not been quite as successful in negotiating with the 
power companies on a similar type of arrangement that would assure those 
cooperatives their share of power from other hydrodevelopments, such as 
Clark Hill, in the Southeast area. 

(ther members of the Southeast Power Committee will follow me requesting 
your consideration of funds for construction of transmission lines in North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, and Alabama. Our experience in 
Virginia has definitely shown that the electric cooperatives will not receive a 
fair share of the benefits from the Government hydroelectric developments unless 
the Congress appropriates funds to bring those benefits to the cooperatives 
In the absence of suitable wheeling arrangements, the electric cooperatives in 
the other States must depend upon Government-built transmission lines to bring 
the power from the Government hydrodevelopments to them. Otherwise, they 
would have no means of obtaining the benefits of that power 


Mr. Smita. My name is John E. Smith, and I am from Chase City, 
Va. Iam manager of the Mecklenburg Electric Cooperative in that 
area of Virginia. I am also chairman of the Southeast power com 
mittee which is represented here this morning to testify on the ap 
propriations for the Southeastern Power Administration. 

This committee is composed of representatives from the 8 States 
in the Southeast in which there are approximately 212 electric coop 
eratives. 
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I understand that NRECA has about an hour's time this morning. 
So we met before this meeting and worked out an orderly plan to pre- 
sent our case. The Southeast. power committee is the first one to 
testify. We have allowed ourselves 25 minutes. We have worked it 
out, sir, so that we wanted to finish our time in 25 minutes, and the 
other group from the Southeast want that long. They will come in 
for 25 minutes and present their case, and Mr. Ellis wants to appear 
for 10 minutes, 1f possible, to present the case of those groups which 
are not represented here today. 

So, we have worked it out so that we have five members to testify 
from the Southeastern group this morning. I am from Virginia; 
Mr. Clayton Moretz is from North Carolina: Mr. Faris is from South 
Carolina; Mr. Harrison is from Georgia: and Mr. Weaver is from 
Florida. They will testify in that order. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Sarrnu. Insofar as Virginia is concerned, we are specifically 
interested in the operation and maintenance funds needed for the 
Southeastern Power Administration. We are particularly concerned 
about the funds which are needed for the continuance of the wheeling 
arrangement by which the Government entered into a contract. with 
the Virginia Electric & Power Co. about a vear ago to wheel John H. 
Kerr power tot he electric co Ops in Virginia. 

Without funds for that wheeling contract it is our understanding 
that there will not be any contract because even though it is a reim- 
bursable item it goes into the Treasury, and it depends upon appro 
priations to pay the Virginia Electric & Power Co. for the wheeling 
charges, 

So we are vitally interested in that. We think we have a satisfac- 
tory wheeling arrangement in Virginia after a long series of negotia- 
tions and efforts, and we certainly want to see that continued. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Siri. Now, rather than take any more time myself I want to 
say that we generally support the appropriations requested for all 
of the States in the Southeast. 

We think in Virginia that we realize the power situation in the 
whole area, but we would like for those people to speak for themselves. 
So, the next in line is Mr. Moretz from North Carolina. 

Mr. Jensen. Your relationships, then, with the Virginia Electric & 
Power Co. are favorable now. 

Mr. Smirn. We think so; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And you have no complaint about the rates. I presume 
your rates are approved by the regulatory ratemaking body in the 
State. 

Mr. Smirn. We are buying power from the hydro development at 
the John H. Kerr Dam. 

Mr. Jensen. And they wheel the power from the dam? 

Mr. Suirn. That is right; we are a customer of the Government. 

Mr. Jensen. All right; what does it cost? 

Mr. Smiru. The average cost from that dam is 7 mills, approxi- 
mately. 

Mr. Jensen. Seven mills? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes, depending on the load factor. 

Mr. Jensen. And they serve you with adequate power? 
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Mr. Smirtu. It is very satisfactory now; yes, sir. 

Mr. JENseN. All right, fine. 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Moretz. 

Mr. Morerz. Mr. Chairman, my name is Clayton Moretz. I am 
president of the Tarheel Electric Membership Association, and also 
manager of a cooperative in Sanford, N. C., the Central Electric Mem 
bership Corp 

The Tarheel Electric Membership Association is an association com 
posed of 32 electric membership cooperatives that serve over 160,000 
rural homes in North Carolina. 

While each of these homes would not directly benefit from the re 
quest we are about to make, each is as vitally interested as the other. 

Several months ago the mighty waters of the Roanoke River were 
harnessed and the energy of this great river is now being transformed 
into electric energy. I refer to the Kerr Dam. 

In keeping with the power policy of this great country, I would like 
to recall to you who origin: ited the prefe rence clause, President Theo 
dore Roosevelt. The energy from this dam should be made available 
to public bodies and cooperatives. 

Accordingly, a portion of the power generated at this dam has been 
allotted for use in North Carolina. 

Today, however, this power is just as unavailable to the people of 
North Carolina as though it had never been generated. 

In the name and the interest of the many people of North Carolina 
who will be so directly affected by the availability of this power, we 
urgently and strongly request that the 230-kilovolt line from Kerr 
Dam to Raleigh, complete with its taps, to Jacksonville and to Con 
way. S.C... via Whiteville, N. C.. be approved for construction in 1954. 

For the benefit of this committee I would like to mention that sin 
cere efforts have been made with the Carolina Power & Light Co. to 
negotiate a wheeling contract for this same power, but such negotia 
tions have proven completely unsuccessful. 

We are still w ilhing to give full consideration to any W heeling agree 
ment that will prov freedom of customer to exercise its rights under 
the Flood Control Act of 1944, and will provide an adequate and de- 
pendable supply of electricity at the lowest available cost to the cus 
tomer in a manner consistent with sound business pr inciples. 

In times past, Congress has seen fit to appropriate funds to build 
transmission lines upon the condition that if a satisfactory wheeling 
arrangement could | be mi: ade, the money woul | not be expe nded., We 
vould welcome such an appropriation, as we feel it would be advan 
tageous to us In many ways. 

If no satisfactory wheeling agreement can be worked out with the 
Carolina Power & Light Co., the only alternative for the co-ops and 
public bodies of North Carolina to have the benefit of the Kerr Dam 
power would be for either the Government to build the necessary 
transmission lines or for such groups to purchase the total amount of 
power available to them at the bus bar at Kerr Dam and then enter 
negotiations with the private power company along the same lines as 
is being done by the Georgia Electric Membership Corp. 

We are not asking for a grant or anything other than just a way to 
get the Buggs Isl: and power and let it pay for itself. 

That is all I have to say. 
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(The statement submitted hy Mr. Moretz is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CLAYTON MORETZ, PRESIDENT, TARHEEL ELECTRIC MEMBERSHIP 
ASSOCIATION, SANFORD, N. C, 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Clayton Moretz. 
I am president of the Tarheel Electric Membership Association, which is com- 
posed of 32 electric membership cooperatives that serve over 160,000 rural homes 

North Carolina. 

While each of these homes would not directly benefit from the request we are 
about to make, each is as vitally interested as the other 


if any great truth has been proven beyond the shadow of a doubt in the past 
decade, it is the fact that industry, progress, and a decent standard of living 
will prevail in areas of cheap, abundant electric power. I have personally 
observed rural areis before and after electricity I have seen homes dilapidated 


{unpainted with yards quite in keeping with the homes, and IT have personally 
een the homes in these sections transform with the coming of electricity to 
neat, well-kept, well-furnished homes in most attractive surroundings. I realize 


that I am not here to sell you on the merits of electricity in the home, but I 
believe you must agree there is a definite sameness to that and the request 
that I do make in the interest of North Carolina 


Several months ago, the waters of the mighty Roanoke River were harnessed 

d the energy of this great river is now being transformed into electric energy 
| refer to the Kerr Dam. In keeping with the power policy of this great coun 
try, Which I would reeall to you was originated under one of our greatest Re 
pv blican Presidents, Theodore Roosevelt, the energy from this dam should be 

ade available to public bodies and cooperatives. Accordingly, a portion of the 
power generated at this dam has been allotted for use in North Carolina. 

To’ay, however, this power is just as unavailable to the people of North 
Cprolina as though it had never been generated. 

In the name and interest of the many people of North Carolina that will be 
so directly affected by the availability of this power, we urgently and strongly 
reouest that the 230-kilovolt line from Kerr Dam to Raleigh, complete with its 
taps, to Jacksonville and to Conway, S. C., via Whiteville, N. C., be approved for 
construction in 1954. 

For the benefit of this committee I would mention that sincere efforts have been 
made with the Carolina Power & Light Co. to negotiate a wheeling contract for 
this same power, but such negotiations have proven completely unsuccessful. 

We are still willing to give full conside ration to any wheeling agreement that 
will provide freed. ’ voreice ite pebts nnder the Flood Control 

t of 1944, and will provide an adequate wid dependable supply of electricity at 
the lowest available cost to the customer in a manner consistent with sound 
business principles. 

In times past, Congress has seen fit to appropriate funds to build transmission 
ines upon _the condition that if a satisfactory wheeling arrangement could be 


jo the monev wonld not he exnended, We would welcome such an appropria 
tion, as we feel it would be advantageous to us in many ways. 
If no satisfactory wheeling agreement can be worked out with the Carolina 


Power & Light Co., the only alternative for the co-ons and public bodies of North 
Carolina to have the benefit of the Kerr Dam power would be for either the 
Government to build the necessary transmission lines or for such groups to pur- 
ce ese the total amount of nower available to them at the bus bar at Kerr Dam 
and then enter negotiations with the private power company along the same 
lines as is being done by the Georgia Electric Membership Corn. 

Several weeks ago it was my happy privilege to visit the West and see first- 
hond some of the great reclamation projects of that area, and to witness the 
tremendous progress that low-cost electricity and water are bringing to that 
area. Just such appropriations have built these great developments, and the 
spnrepriation we now request for North Carolina is not a Government expense, 
but is an investment by the Government in the progress and security of this 
creat land. The neonle of North Caroling have not and do not now request in 
any form a snbsidy by the Government. We do request an investment be made 
in the interest of the people of North Carolina, just as has been done for the 
people of many other areas of our country, and would point out to each of you 
thet such an investment would not only have far-reaching effects in industry, in 
business, in standards of living, but would also be completely self-liquidating. 
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Mr. Jensen. Mr. Moretz, and you gentlemen who are directly in- 
terested in this particular line from Kerr Dam to Raleigh, it is only 
fair that I tell you that that line has been deleted from the revised 
budget. 

Mr. Morerz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. I do not know whether you knew that it had been 
deleted or not, and I wanted to tell you that. 

Now, you are negotiating a contract, or continuing to negotiate a 
contract, with the Carolina Power & Light Co. What seems to be 
the difficulty ¢ 

Mr. Morerz. The only difficulty I know, sir, is that we just cannot 
get together. It is more like it was in Virginia, when the Govern- 
ment appropriated money to build the transmission line to Langley 
Field, and then, the Virginia Electric & Power Co. finally got together 
with the Virginia cooperatives. 

Mr. Jensen. You are asking the private utilities to wheel Kerr Dam 
power, I believe? 

Mr. Morirz, That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. Is that the thing that is in controversy, and that is 
holding up the negotiations? 

Mr. Morerz. They will not enter into an agreement with the co-ops, 
that is, the Carolina Power & Light Co. will not, that is anywhere near 
“as good as the one which Virginia Electric & Power Co. entered into 
with the cooperatives in Virginia, and the Virginia Electric & Power 
(‘o. has REA customers in North Carolina, and they will not give 
them the same agreement as they give the ones in Virginia. 

Mr. Jensen. I see. 

Well, it would appear that it will be necessary, in order to get the 
two parties together, you folks and the Carolina Power & Light Co. 
that you meet with the officials in the Department of the Interior th: at 
will handle such matters as this for the new Secretary. In fact, 1 
would suggest that you try to get together with those officials and the 
officials of the Carolina Light & Power Co. I think you will find that 
Mr. McKay is a very reasonable man. I am sure that every member 
of this committee feels that way. 

As you know, for the past several years, Congress has eliminated 
many proposed transmission lines, and we have insisted that ee 
contracts be entered into as have been entered into between RE. 
and private utilities and municipalities all over the country, nd 
they are working out to the satisfaction of everybody. 

We have had no compl: Lint at all where those contracts are in effect 
but, of course, since you cannot get a contract that does not apply 
to you. 

Mr. Morerz. Yes, sir; that isright. It seems the only time the rural 
electric cooperatives have had a chance to get a contract was when 
there was the threat of building a transmission line held over their 
head. 

Mr. Jensen. I do not believe that holds true in every instance. 

Mr. Morerz. Well, it might not. 

Mr. Jensen. That possibly has been the case in some instances. 

Mr. Kirwan, do you have any questions ¢ 

Mr. Kirwan. I want to ask just a few simple questions. 


30433—53—pt. 4 27 
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How is life on the farm now compared to what it was 20 years ago 
when you had no power on the farms? 

Mr. Morerz. There is no comparison, sir; there is absolutely no 
comparison. I was born and raised in the mountains of North Caro- 
lina and I was 16 years old before I ever saw a light bulb, and I went 
to town to see that. There is absolutely no comparison between living 
on the farm now and before we had electricity. We have the same 
comforts on the farm, and the same conveniences, minus the city 
noises, as the city people have. 

Mr. Krrwan. You have the deep freeze, Frigidaire, radio and 
television. 

Mr. Morerz. That is right. 

Mr. Kirwan. And you have electric sweepers, washers, and ironers, 
and you have everything they have in the city. 

Mr. Morerz. Yes, sir; that is exactly right. 

Mr. Kirwan. Up until 20 years ago you may say when a girl was 
born on a farm, that tagged that girl. You might say that ‘she was 
born to slavery and drudgery in the farm kitchen and the home where 
she had to do everything in the hardest kind of way, and today her 
position, her place in society and everything in life has changed com- 
pletely due to the co-ops and bringing electricity to the farms. 

I would like to see you get together and that everything you want 
be granted. 

Mr. Morerrz. Sir, if we were asking for a donation, or we were 
asking the Government to give us the taxpayers’ money I could very 
easily see why anybody could say no, because we are a bunch of people, 
and the public utilities, and ep companies are people, and they 
pay taxes the same as we do, but all we are asking for is a loan and 
we will pay it back with interest to the Government. We may not 
use the money except as a bargaining lever to get what we want and 
deserve. If we cannot get it then, then we would like to borrow the 
money to build the line, so that we can get power for these people the 
way they need and deserve it. 

Mr. Jensen. When Mr. Kirwan speaks of life on the farm, my 
memory goes back to my boyhood days on the farm when it is true 
that we had to carry ~ ‘old lantern, we had to grind corn, and I have 
shredded corn fodder by the “Armstrong” method. We did every- 
thing by the “Armstrong” method. 

I was a young chap around the neighborhood where my two broth- 
ers-in-law lived and my brother, and I had to do the harrowing not 
only for my dad, but for my two brothers-in-law and my brother 
because I was the kid. I could do it but, do you know, it was a great 
life. We were free as eagles. There was only one Government em- 
ployee that we knew. We had no restriction whatever. All we had 
to do was keep our fences up and be good neighbors. We had very 
little taxes to pay. and the only Government official that we knew 
was the postman, John Willie Cannon, he was the only one. When 
we got into arguments about the Government all we had to do was 
wait at the front gate, at the mailbox and say, “John, we got into a 
little argument last night about something pertaining to the Govern- 
ment,” and we would explain it to him. The Government was so 
simple those days that our mail carrier could give us the information 
we wanted. 
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Those were great days; I am telling you those were great days, but 
I was glad when power came to the farm. I was then running a 
lumber yard in a little town, and believe you me I was working for 
power for the farmers, and I have worked for it ever since. It is 
wonderful, but how I wish we could have all of these conveniences 
and still be as free as we were back in my boyhood days. Then we 
would have a paradise on earth. 

Mr. Moretz. I agree with you, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, we will hear from Mr. Henry M. Faris, 
member, Southeast Power Committee. 

Mr. Faris. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Henry M. Faris. I live at Laurens, S. C., where 1 am man- 
ager of the Laurens Electric Cooperative. I appear before you today 
as a member of the Southeast Power Committee and I would like to 
~ uss with you for a few minutes the power requirements of the 

ural electric cooperative in South Carolina. 

There are 22 electric cooperatives in South Carolina supplying 
power for over 100,000 farms and homes. Sixteen of these coopera 
tives, several years ago, organized and became members of the Central 
Electric Power Cooperative, in order that they might construct cer- 
tain networks of transmission lines to bring low-cost’ hydropower 
from the South Carolina Public Service Authority’s Santee-Cooper 
project to the members of this central cooperative. There are 16 
cooperatives in South Carolina that are members of this organiza 
tion, and they serve 75,000 farms and other rural establishments with 
electric powe i. 

In order for a Public ee ‘e Authority to have sufficient power 
for our needs, it is necessary to purchase large blocks of wholesale 
ower from a sources. This power is available through the Clark 
Hill development on the Savannah River between South Carolina and 
Georgia. In order to get this power to the proper location to more 
adequately serve these cooperatives, it 1s necessary to build certain 
transmission lines, and we would like to urge your careful considera 
tion of a transmission line from Clark Hill to Hartsville, S. C., which 
would then tie in with this Central Electric Cooperative system and 
would provide service nearer the load centers and give a more bal- 
anced, well-rounded program. 

Also, there is one particular line for which you provided funds 
the last 2 years, and that is from Clark Hill to Greenwood. This 
is a line 40 miles in length and is a 115-kilovolt line. It seems 28 
when this money was appropriated last year, that certain qualific: 
tions were pl: wed on the use of this money, and it has now been Sciam (| 
that the qualifications set forth have not been complied with. Th 
line is partly constructed, but, of course, until it is completed, we are 
not able to get the power that we most urgently need. Particular|s 
this summer, it will be very hard to carry the load that the Gre 
wood Electric Power Commission has during the summer mont 
without this extra power from Clark Hill. We, therefore, urge you, 
if possib le, to ¢ larify the previous law and to clarity the terms uncel 
which this a was made so that the money previously approp: 
can be used, ‘in some manner take action so that this line can a 
constructed. 

Mr. Jensen. I believe this line from Clark Hill to Greenwood is 
now in the courts; is it not? 
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Mr. Faris. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, of course, there is nothing this committee can do 
until the court has acted. 

I want to, of course, also tell you, if you do not already know, that the 
revised budget has deleted the line from Clark Hill to Hartsville. 

Mr. Faris. No, sir; I did not know that. 

Mr. Jensen. Does your company have a wheeling contract, or a con- 
tract with the power company ? 

Mr. Farts. No, sir; we do not. 

Mr. Jensen. What power company operates in that particular area ? 

Mr. Farts. In that particular area it is the South Carolina Gas & 
Electric Co., largely. ‘There are three power companies that operate in 
South Carolina, but, principally, in the area that would be concerned 
with that transmission line, it would be the South Carolina Gas & 
Electric Co. 

Mr. Jensen. Are you negotiating with them ? 

Mr. Faris. Well, we have tried it several times, but have not been 
able to work out a satisfactory agreement. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, go ahead. 

Mr. Faris. Of course, we do have quite a few transmission lines in 
South Carolina built from this Santee-Cooper project that I referred 
to a minute ago, but in order to get a more balanced load condition and 
better regulation, it would be very helpful to our future operations to 
have these particular lines. Of course, it has been omitted from the 
budget—the Hartsville line that I referred to a minute ago—but that 
line would be very helpful to us in our future planning to tie in with 
the network which we already have. Of course, the load is already 
there and any of the lines that are built today would be what we con- 
sider in some future planning, but the load would be there to take care 
of them and to operate them as a sound business proposition. 

Mr. Jensen. Are you receiving adequate power at the present time 
and good service ? 

Mr. Farts. From the power company ? 

Mr. JENsEN. Yes. 

Mr. Farts. They are in the process of changing over at the present 
time to these lines in South Carolina that have been constructed, but 
up until this time, we have received mostly ample power in most cases, 
but in a lot of the cases it was, maybe, not at the place where we could 
use it to the most advantage. It would be available at some distance 
from where we could use it and it would be necessary for us to con- 
struct additional transmission lines. or additional lines, to get it to the 
load center, which would be an additional expense to us. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Leavy, the Southeastern Power Administrator, 
testified before this committee recently and during that testimony, he 

said, “I should imagine that it is likely that the line may be transferred 

to the Greenwood Commission, since they want the line and they are 
able to buy it and they are the only agency directly affected by the 
line.” 

Do you agree with that ? 

Mr. Farts. Yes, sir; that is perfectly all right. In other words, 
we would like to see the line built, and I understand that the Green- 
wood Electric Power Commission is ready to purchase this line, but 
at the present time no arrangements have been made where they could 
purchase it. You see the Government has certain interests in it. They 
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have a portion of it constructed and they have considerable material 
on hand. 

Mr. JensEN. Would the REA receive power cheaper if the Federal 
Government constructed this line from Clark Hill to Hartsville? 

Mr. Farts. I think, possibly, not cheaper, sir, but I think it would 
possibly be much more reliable service. The transmission lines and 
transmission facilities that we have constructed in South Carolina 
now would then be greatly strengthened and would meet the future 
requirements much better than the other, but I think, possibly the 
power would not be much cheaper because 16 of the 22 cooperatives 
are presently purchasing power from the Santee-Cooper authority, 
which is a State-owned project. 

JENSEN. This committee has constantly, all during the years 
that I have been a member of the committee, and that has been 11 
years, has tried to see to it as best we can, and I am just a little proud 
of our success in getting power to just as many farms in America as 
we possibly could. We have not hesitated at all in telling the private 
utilities if they did not take care of the farmer and give them good 
service and ple nty of power, at reasonable rates, then, this committee 
would do all in its power to see to it that the farmers did get that 
kind of power. Generally speaking, that has been accomplished in 
most every area of this United States, regardless of what some folks 
might say. This committee has no purpose, other than to do the 
thing that we think is right and best for the farmers and for the 
people and for the entire Nation. Right at the present time we 
really have a responsibility. 

Mr. Farts. Yes, sir; I certainly agree with that. 

Mr. Jensen. While the REA loans are all paid back, with interest, 
and the REA has done a great job, there are lines such as this from 
which we do not get all the money back and we obligate an already 
bankrupt Treasury. In other words Uncle Sam signs too many notes 
and one of these fine days, they will not be bankable any more. That 
is one of the things we have to watch rather c losely, and I know ever y 
one of you want us to do it, while, at the same time, we want to see to 
it that the American people have fair treatment at the hands of Uncle 
Sam. It is no easy chore to try to match these things together and 
try to carry on in good common American business sense. It is no 
small chore, I can assure you. 

Mr. Faris. That is certainly right. 

Mr. Jensen. It would be the easiest thing in the world for we folks 
who sit on this side of the table to say “Sure, we will let you have 
it; sure we will do this and sure we will do that,” but it just cannot 
be done that way all the time. 

Do you have anything else? 

Mr. Faris. No, sir; that is all. 

Mr. Fenton. What percentage of the farms in South Carolina are 
now electrified ? 

Mr. Farts. About 88 percent. The other 12 percent are the few 
that some of them, possibly, for some reason do not desire to have 
service and then the others are the ones that are way back over the hill 
and across the stream and at more distant and inaccessible locations. 
We are at the present time working toward providing service for them, 
but in order to reach back into these more thinly settled communities, 
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with the increased cost of construction, it is necessary to not advance 
too rapidly because it is necessary to have an ample supply of whole- 
sale power, and also at a very reasonable rate, in order that we can 
economically justify the cons struction of these weak lines. 

Mr. Fenton. Are you getting an ample supply now? 

Mr. Farts. In some instances. In some other locations of the State 
and at other substations it is hard. This Greenwood line that I re- 
ferred to a minute ago, this summer they are going to be operating at 
just about 100 percent of all of the equipment that they have available, 
and in the hot summer months, if something went wrong, then, it 
would be short at that time, but it is going to be awfully hard this 
summer for them to get by without some additional power for the 
Greenwood County Electric Power Commission. 

Mr. Fenton. I gather from the testimony here that what you are 
trying to establish is to get this certain allotment from these dams— 
these public dams—is that right? 

Mr. Farts. Yes, sir, and to get it where we can use it. 

The power is being generated at several dams, but in order to get it 
at an accessible place where it could be used and transmitted over a 
certain line, then, we feel it would be necesary to have certain lines 
constructed, or certain agreements with people that have existing lines 
at the present time, or in some manner, to get this power from the 
dams. The dams have been built and the power is being generated, 
but the problem is to get it to the ultimate user ,and we are ‘particularly 
interested in the rural subscriber. 

Mr. Fenton. What is the rate now that you pay ? 


Mr. Faris. For wholesale power, about 714 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. Fenton. What does the consumer pay ? 

Mr. Faris. Well, of course, that varies according to the calculated 
scale on he quantities, but they pay an average of about 2 cents per 


kilowatt, but you see, you have certain transmission losses. 

Mr. Fenton. You resell to the consumer ? 

Mr. Farts. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Fenton. And you charge them 2 cents? 

Mr. Farts. Well, approxim: ately, sir. It would depend on the quan- 
tity of power that would be used. There is a considerable amount of 
power lost in transmission and distribution; it amounts, probably, to 
about 20 percent that is lost in the transmitting of it from the dam to 
the consumer. 

Mr. Fenton. Do these cooperatives make a profit ? 

Mr. Farts. No, sir; the cooperatives are owned by the members and 
they are organized and enter into contracts to purchase the power 
wholesale from power suppliers; then, they distribute that power over 
the lines, for which money has been loaned by the REA Administra- 
tion. That power is transmitted to our members and these members, if 
an excess which normally might be referred to as profit, occurs, then 
that is set up as members’ equity and is refundable to the members, 
because they have paid in excess of what the power costs them to be 
supplied with the electricity. 

Mr. Fenton. What do you mean pay to the members? 

Mr. Farts. It is returned back to the members. 

Mr. Fenton. Individual members? 

Mr. Farts. Yes; that is correct. 
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Mr. Jensen. In dividends? 

Mr. Faris. Well, it is not exactly a dividend, but it is the amount of 
excess that was charged for the rates that were established from what 
it actually cost to supply the power to them. 

Mr. Fenton. This is a business proposition so far as the members 
are concerned. They are trying to make money, is that it? 

Mr. Farts. Oh, no. You do not make any money. All that money 
is money they have paid in in their electric bills. “You see, if he pays 
2 cents a kilowatt or if he pays $50 a year for his electric power and 
it only costs $45 to supply him with that electric power, then, he has 
returnable to him the $5 that he has paid in excess. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, as a new member of this committee, I 
would like to join in the statement that has been made by the chairman. 

I feel that the REA’s have done a wonderful service in bringing 
electric power to the rural areas of America much sooner than it would 
have been done in any other way. So far as I am concerned, the rural 
areas are the backbone of this Nation. I also feel, however, that the 
REA’s have an obligation to assist this committee in cutting out any 
waste or duplication so that we may continue to maintain this pro 
eram on an economical basis. If we do not, the whole program, must, 
of necessity, collapse. If we go into too much duplication and too 
much Government waste, then the rural electrification program can- 
not continue to exist, and I hope that the REA’s sense their respon- 
sibility to assist the Congress in a proper evaluation of the expendi- 
tures which are requested by the Department. 

Mr. Farts. We certainly do realize fully the responsibility which 
we have and we certainly are not trying to recommend any lines that 
we do not feel would be of very material advantage to the c ooperatives. 
Let me say I greatly appreciate the time which you have given me 
and we appreciate your consideration of this matter. 

If it is permissible, I would like to insert my prepared statement 
in the record. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HENRY M. Faris, MEMBER, SOUTHEAST POWER COMMITTEE 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Henry M. Faris. 
I live at Laurens, 8. C., and I am manager of Laurens Electric Cooperative, with 
headquarters in that city. 

I appear before you as a member of the Southeast Power Committee, a volun- 
tary organization of representatives of rural electric cooperatives, with activities 
directed to power problems of wholesale requirements’ 

Our appearance before you today is in behalf of requirements of the electric 
cooperative power program in South Carolina. 

We have 22 rural electric distribution cooperatives in South Carolina, serving 
over 100,000 farms and homes. 

Sixteen of these cooperatives are members of Central Electric Power Coopera- 
tive which is now in the process of constructing a network of transmission lines 
to bring low-cost power from the South Carolina Public Service Authority’s 
Santee-Cooper project to the member distribution cooperatives’ substations. 
These 16 cooperatives serve approximately 75,000 farms, homes, and other rural 
establishments. 

In order for the Public Service Authority to furnish sufficient power to the 
cooperatives, together with other preference customers and industrial loads in the 
State, it is necessary to purchase a large block of power from the Southeastern 
Power Administration Clark Hill project. 

The authority has already constructed a transmission line to Aiken which is one 
of our load centers, but in order that this Clark Hill power can be brought to the 
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load centers of the cooperatives and other nreference customers, it is neressary to 
have transmission lines to Hartsville, S.C. We respectfully request that funds 
be provided for this line in order that the present and future power requirements 
of the cooperatives in the central part of the State would he adequately supplied 

Last year funds were provided for the construction of approximately 40 miles 
of 115-kilovolt line from Clark Hill to Greenwood. This line will provide service 
to the Greenwood County Electric Power Commission which, in turn, serves the 
Greenwood County REA system, Little River Electric Cooperative, Laurens Elec 
tric Cooperatives and the cities of Greenwood and Laurens. It is our under 
standing that funds were approved for construction of this line with certain 
qualifications which have been interpreted by Government authorities in such a 
fashion as to now interfere with construction of this line. Since we feel that 
this line is most necessary to the above-referred-to organizations, we request that 
these requirements which have prevented the construction of this line be removed 
and this work be completed as was originally intended when funds were proved 
by Coneress for this purpose. 

We also request that funds he provided for the construction of a transmission 
line from Kerr project, Virginia-North Carolina to Conway, 8S. C., in order that 
the Public Service Authority system in this area will be reinforced and more 
dependable and reliable service be provided to the cooperatives receiving power 
from this system in this area. 

In conclusion, I would like to emphasize that the market for the power these 
lines will serve is already in existence and is not something that might develop 
in the future. From the time these lines could be energized, they would be eco- 
nomically sound business propositions. Your serious consideration of this matter 
will he greatly appreciated by the rural people of the Southeast. 

I thank you for the opportunity to appear before this committee. 


Mr. Jensen. Our next witness is Mr. Walter Harrison, vice chair- 
man, Southeastern Power Committee. 

Mr. Harrison, you have appeared before this committee in the past. 
have you not? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. We are glad to see you again. 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. You may proceed. 

Mr. Harrtson. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, I 
am delighted to be permitted to reappear before this committee on a 
subject that is very near and dear tome. I havea prepared statement 
which T would like to offer at this time and then TI will summarize 
it, if that is all rieht. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WALTER Harrison, Vick CHAIRMAN, SOUTHEASTERN PowER Com- 
MITTEE : MANAGER, GrorctA E.ectrtc MemMRerRsHiIp Corp.; AND Director, PLANT- 
ERS Evectric MempBersuip Corp., MILLEN, GA. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, it is a real privilege to appear 
again before this honorable committee on the question of how and when we can 
get the people’s power, paid for by the taxpayers of America, to the preference 
customers as defined by the Congress of the United States. At our annearance 
on February 7, 1952, we attempted to outline to this honorable committee the 
necessity of securing the necessary appropriations for building certain transmis- 
sion lines if Georgia and Georgians were ever to obtain any of the benefits that 
rightfully should flow from the Clark Hill development on the Savannah River. 

During the past year we have been disappointed in the results of our efforts 
to secure an agreement from the Georgia Power Co. to obtain our portion of 
Clark Hill power that is due us as preference customers, and we are disappointed 
that they hav» insisted on approval of their proposal to purchase all of Clark 
Hill power at the bus bar, a portion of which they offer to distribute to prefer- 
ence customers under an agreement to which we are unalterably opposed. 
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With this and previous administrations, the power company has insisted that 
their contract is the only one that should be accepted by the Government. 

The 37 members of the Georgia Electric Membership Corp., our statewide rural 
electric organization, have made an offer to purchase the entire output of the 
Clark Hill development assigned to the Georgia side of the Savannah River. 
This is predicated upon the Georgia Power Co. providing transmission and 
firming. No reply has been received either from the Department of the Interior 
or the Georgia Power Co. For the record we present a statement of our proposal : 

The Georgia Electric Membership Corp. and its members are deeply concerned 
over the fact that to date no arrangements have been made whereby any power 
from Clark Hill will flow to the people of the State of Georgia. Contracts con- 
cluded so far have only been for delivery of power to South Carolina. 

On February 11, 1953, a committee representing the Georgia Electric Member- 
ship Corp. appeared before the Secretary of the Interior and submitted a general 
statement of a proposal which we, representing preference customers, were 
making for disposition of Clark Hill power in the State of Georgia. The pro- 
posal, as we presented if at that time, is substantially as follows: 

1. That the Georgia Electric Membership Corp. purchase for the use of prefer- 
ence customers the output of Clark Hill power assignable for disposition in the 
State of Georgia at the bus bar of Clark Hill. 

2. That we enter into an agreement for the purchase of firming power from 
the Georgia Power Co., at rates satisfactory to both parties. 

8. That an agreement also be entered into with the Georgia Power Co., again 
at satisfactory rates, for wheeling to preference customers such portion of Clark 
Hill power. 

This proposal represents a compromise which will provide the means of 
lelivering to the people in the State of Georgia some of the benefits from Clark 
Hill power and should be acceptable to all parties because : 

1. It follows the provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1944 in that it delivers 
this power to the preference customers at the bus bar. 

2. It eliminates the need for Government transmission lines and makes use 
of the existing Georgia Power Co. generating and transmission facilities. 

Our proposal would allow the operation of Clark Hill as it was designed, as a 
peaking plant. It also would utilize steam generation on the most economical 
basis by employing each kilowatt of steam capacity for upward of 7,000 to 8,000 
hours per year rather than 3,500 hours as required to serve the cooperative load 
without Clark Hill power. It does not, in any way, interfere with the operation 
of Clark Hill as a generating plant on the Georgia Power system. Our proposal 
simply designates that portion of Clark Hill power which is useful to the prefer- 
ence customers as if Clark Hill were a generator connected directly to preference- 
customer loads isolated from other power-company loads 

Our proposal differs from the proposal made by the Georgia Power Co. in 
that: 

1. It passes on to the cooperatives a greater and more realistic share of Clark 
Hil! benefits and does not put a limit of 70,000 kilowatts. 

2. The preference customer contractually will own the Clark Hill power from 
the instant of generation to the ultimate consumption of this power by the prefer 
ence customer, which is proper under the flood-control act. 

An analysis of the Georgia Power Co. proposal now pending in the Office of 
the Secretary of the Interior indicates that when the rates in that proposal are 
applied to our estimated load for 1954—63, the average saving to the preference 
customer over our present rate will be $150,549 per year. The fact that Georgia 
Power Co. will operate Clark Hill as a peaking plant will show the following: 
Assuming one-half of the output of Clark Hill to be available to Georgia (as 
assumed by the Georgia Power Co. in their proposal), a minimum of 122,000 
kilowatts of dependable capacity will be available and utilized to the maximum 
by the Georgia Power Co. to carry a portion of their peak load. If this com- 
pany does not acquire this Clark Hill hydropower for the growing loads of its 
system, it must provide equivalent capacity from alternative sources. The 
Federal Power Commission has estimated that alternative steam capacity avail- 
able for load will cost, in fived charges, $21 per year. Clark Hill power is 
offered and can be purchased by the Georgia Power Co. for $0.75 per kilowatt per 
month or a maximum of $9 per kilowatt per year. 


Steam capacity cost, 122,000 kilowatts at $21 $2, 562, 000 
Clark Hill hydropower cost, 122,000 kilowatts at $9 jenni . . 1,098, 000 


Annual saving to the company____-----~- ; en j 5 464, 000 
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From the calculations above, it is clear that the Georgia Power Co. stands to 
gain $1,464,000 per vear while offering a proposition to the preference customers 
which would pass on a maximum of $150,549 per vear, average over the next 10- 
year period. Theratiois 9.7 to1 

We do not propose to interfere with the operation of Clark Hill project to the 
fullest extent of utilization by the Georgia Power Co. and the maximum benefit 
to the people of the State of Georgia. We propose only that a greater proportion 
of the benefits from the operation of the project accrue to the preference custo- 
mers. We believe that our proposal is the answer and will culminate in a work- 
able solution to a presently stalemated situation. 

To this end, we are dedicating our efforts and our studies are proceeding as 
rapidly as possible. We accordingly have requested the assurance of the Secretary 
of the Interior that no action will be taken or any other arrangement be made 
for the disposition of this Clark Hill power until we have had the opportunity 
to develop this proposal. 

It becomes necessary that, if Georgia taxpayers and Georgia preference cus- 
tomers are to receive any benefits from these installations, a transmission line be 
built to Augusta, Ga. This is according to our request last year, and we want to 
reenter our request this vear. 

We want to ask of this honorable committee that planning funds be appro- 
priated for the development of a transmission line from Clark Hill to the Jim 
Woodruff development on the Chattahoochee River. This is absolutely necessary 
in order that these two plants might be utilized to their fullest capabilities. 

In Georgia we are most fortunate in having the Allatoona project in the north- 
ern part of the State already completed; the Buford Dam is about 50 percent 
completed and stands high on the priority list for additional appropriations: and 
the Hartwell Dam is now in the planning stage. We believe that the full intent 
of the congressional act can be better carried out if planning funds were available 
to provide a transmission line to tie in Hartwell, Buford, and Allatoona projects 
with Clark Hill 

We want to add our word of endorsement for the inclusion of maintenance and 
operation funds for the Southeastern Power Administration in order that they 
might carry on orderly planning, maintenance, and operation of developments. 

It is absolutely necessary that these funds be made available in order that the 
Southeastern Power Administration might pay for the wheeling services neces- 
sary in the absence of Government or independent transmission lines. This 
wheeling service is necessary to deliver any Clarks Hill power to preference 
customers in the State. 

Mr. Harrison. I am quite sure, being from Iowa, you know, Mr. 
Chairman, the location of Georgia, but to bring you up to date, it is 
the home of the Masters Golf Tournament, and now the hideaway 
place of President Eisenhower. It is bounded on the east by the 
Savannah River and the great State of South Carolina, and on the 
south by a power desert known as the great State of Florida, on the 
west by the Chattahoochee River and the great State of Alabama, and 
on the north by Tennessee and the Tennessee Valley Authority. I 
believe now we are pretty well oriented. 

This committee mothered and fathered the development of Clark 
Hill on the Savannah River. That project was initiated in 1944 under 
the Flood Control Act, when some 300 other projects in the Nation 
were written into a congressional act. 

We are happy to report to this committee, since my last appearance 
before the committee, that Clark Hill is now a reality that energy is 
now flowing through the generators into the State of South Carolina, 
and, of course, that kinda hurts the feelings of: we Georgia people, 
because thus far we have been unable to get a single kilowatt of 
energy. 

For 3 years the Georgia Power Co. has been trying to thrust upon 
the Southeastern Power Administration and likewise, the Secretary of 
Interior, a contract that is not in keeping with what we think was the 
lawful intent of the Congress. The power company has stood firm 
in their position. 
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This last year, 1952, Mr. Chairman, we decided we would try to get 
together with those folks. We were all Georgians and all wey hepten 
in the national welfare and the development of the natural water 
sources of our region. After many overtures, we met in the city ‘of 
Atlanta and a committee from the Rural Electric Cooperatives and 
the topflight men of the Georgia Power Co. undertook to settle this 
problem. 

After a 6-hour conference, we came up with nothing, only a state- 
ment to the effect that every time we attempted to build a foot of 
transmission line in Georgia, we would be met at the courthouse. We 
accepted that challenge. We believe that the Congress that gave 
birth to the rural electric organizations is interested in seeing that we 
have ample power for the future, as well as the present, and, as pre- 
ferred customers. 

We need not go into the historical aspects of preference rights, 
because it is 50 years old and it was instituted by a great Republican. 
We have nothing at issue there. We believe that if yoR Own sume 
thing, you hs % a right to be a preferred customer. We as taxpayers 
and citizens of the country are naturally and should be preferred 
customers. It would be, I think, ver y foolish on the part of the United 
States Government to build an $80 million facility, and say “We are 
going to turn it over to the private utilities,” who have, in the past, 
not had as clean hands as they should have had; who have charged ex- 
cessive rates, except when they had competition from someone that 
could provide a yardstick to prove just what it costs to generate and 
transmit electricity. 

We have not gotten anywhere with the Georgia Power Co. They 
are now up to see Secretary McKay. We have appeared before the 
new Secretary of the Interior and we think he is a fair-minded man. 
He gave us a fine audience, but this question has not been resolved as 
yet. We have, likewise, made a proposal to the Secretary that we 
think fully complies with the law, and that statement to the Secretary 
is incorporated in my statement for your further study at your leisure, 
sir. 

We think that the rural electrics could distribute this power through 
a thorough cooperation with the Georgia Power Co. and that the 
interests of the Government would be served and the best interests 
of the entire program would be served. It would be a mutually help- 
ful proposition for all concerned. The Georgia Power Co. has been 
very stubborn in this matter. They feel that they have prior rights 
and that they could do with the Congress anything they needed to do 
to further feather their nests. We disagree with that theory. They 
have offered us a crumb. They seek to get 10 times as many benefits 
out of Clark Hill as they have elected to give to the preference cus 
tomers. We do not think that is a fair division. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we are asking you—and I asked you last year, 
and God spare me, I will ask you next year, unless we can resolve these 
differences—to give this matter every consideration. 

Some have said this matter of distribution of Clark Hill power to 
the preference customers is a legal proposition, but you men of this 
committee hold the key. We are asking you, as I did last year, to 
appropriate sufficient money to build a stub line to Augusta, Ga. It 
will take less than $500,000. It would give the Government a point 
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at which the Georgia Power Co. could take from whatever energy you 
might want to sell to them and it would, likewise, give to the co- 
operatives a distribution point and would permit us to secure the 
benefits that we think we are entitled to. We asked that last year and 
you disallowed it. We are not fussing with you, but we say you have 
the key. Do you mind me, Mr. Chairman, just going a little further 
into this matter ? 

Mr. JENseEN That is all right; I am listening to every word of it. 

Mr. Harrison. If you will appropriate that half million dollars, 
you will not spend a dime, because the only language they know is 
when you get them up against the back of the wall and they know you 
have some other outlet. It is a good safeguard for the Government. 
If you permit the Georgia Power Co. to join their lines to the bus bar 
at. Clark Hill, you only have 1 customer from then on out, but if 
you build a stub line to Augusta, Ga., you can deal with the power 
company, if you want to, and if you do not care to, and you deal with 
the preference customers, you have got 2 customers wanting the 
power, and they are just counting the ‘di Lys when they hook on “their 
lines. As a matter of fact, transmission grids have all been built in 
that direction. We think it is the only instrument that the Congress 
now has at its command, that will bring to the preference customers 
any semblance of a proper division of the benefits that are to be derived 
from this project. 

Now, Georgia has been well blessed with natural water resources. 
You have in the planning stage the Hartwell Dam and you have now 
50 percent completed the Buford Dam; already completed the Ala- 
toona and it is under contract to the Georgia Power Co. I might say, 
Mr. Chairman, that has been held as a captive plant, they did not 
want our challenge to their territory in the northern part of Georgia. 
They are now giving the Government $1 million a year to hold that 
plant as a captive plant in order that we might not use it as a further 
yardstick. We want some planning funds, Mr. Chairman, We want 
you to tie the Clark Hill project with Hartsville, Buford, and Alatoona 
in order that those projects might be a paying proposition and in 
order that the preference customers might get the energy that we think 
we are entitled to under the acts of the Congress. 

We further want a line from Clark Hill down to Jim Woodruff. 
Jim Woodruff is on the Chattahoochee River and Buford is, likewise, 
on the Chattahoochee River. It is proposed in a program, but I do 
uot know when it will come up. I understand that the present 
administration is, more or less, taking stock, and that is a fine thing 
to do. All good merchants and all good farmers take stock once a 
year, but when the stock-taking process is over, Mr. Chairman, upper 
Columbia will be built. Tf all of the natural water resources of this 
country were developed, it would only be a drop in the bucket—about 
20 percent of the total national need as of today. 

They spoke a moment ago about electrifying farms in America. Ac- 
cording to REA, we are about 88 or 89 percent electrified, but that 
does not mean the job is finished. The power companies throughout 
this Nation have been short on this program and have been in busi- 
ness on an average of 50 years. They have never touched the rural 
areas but very sparsely. "They would go in and build a few lines, 
but we do know they have never finished the job. They have the 
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largest building program now that they have ever had. I want to 
say to you, Mr. Chair man, and all of the committee, that we will never 
finish the job for rural America. Rural America is coming into its 
own and there must be continuing appropriations. I think the REA, 
as well as this fine committee, wants us to do a good businesslike job, 
but we must “heavy” up these lines. You cannot get a man in Ihe 
dairy business and let the line fail or fail to have sufficient energy to 
carry on his work. When a man puts a freezer locker on the line and 
hi has a washing machine and various and sundry electrical items 
that go into the modern everyday farm home today, and you let 
his current fail, it is just like the people putting a hot potato in the 
hand of a Congressman. You do not know where to turn loose. 

We will never finish that job. We must have, I think, within reason, 
Mr. Chairman, continuing appropriations for REA. The job will 
never be finished. Now, I am not concerned and I do not believe you 
are, because you come from one of the greatest agricultural regions 
of America, about farmers bankrupting the Government. I think 
there will be other crowds that might want to bankrupt the Govern- 
ment, but the farmer is the only man who can go in bankruptcy one 
vear and come out next year still farming. You know that is true, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. I know it. 

Mr. Harrison. We are not going to bankrupt this country. We 
are going to hold this country on an even keel, and the finest contri- 
bution that has been made in America to the rural life has been 
through the electric features of the REA through an enactment of 
this Congress, and there is no doubt about that. We will carry people 
back to the farm; we are getting folks back where there is not any 
isms. I am not worrying about folks that live on the land, but IT am 
concerned about folks that live in these big cities like Washington, 
New York, Chicago, and San Francisco, and other large cities of this 
country. You folks have the key—this committee. You are honest, 
you are able and fearless, and you want to see us accomplish the job 
that you fathered. You have an interest in this program and you 
have an interest in the development of the natural resources of this 
country. 

You can by a small appropriation of half a million dollars—and 
you will never spend a dime—bring the Georgia Power Co. to a point 
where they will be willing to talk to you and give us a rate and a few 
more crumbs off the table. They fought us, Mr. Chairman, all down 
the line since 1944. They once had a permit to build Clark Hill and 
they turned the permit in, and then when the Government came in in 
1944, through the enactment of the Flood Control Act, they then came 
back and wanted to get their permit back. Since then they have 
fought us every step of the way, and when a man fights you every 
step of the way, should he receive the major benefits from the facilities 
that you—you, the Congress—have brought into being? I do not 
think that is fair play, and that is what we are frying to keep them 
from doing. 

Yes, they are good citizens, and usually we respect them. They are 
good business people and we want to get along with them, but if a 
man wants to get all the loaf of bread and does not want to give you 
a slice, we say it is time to calla halt. 
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Mr. Chairman, we have enjoyed coming before your committee. If 
you want to get rid of us for a good, long spell, except to fraternize 
with you and say, “How is everything in Steamboat Rock, Iowa?”, 
give usthe money. We will not have to spend the money and we will 
not have to come back. Mr. Jensen, you can do this; you are the big 
chief and you are the chairman of the committe e. 

Mr. Jensen. My friend, I have enjoyed your talk. I know it comes 
from your heart. I can only say that this committee will consider 
your request. I am only 1 of 5 members of this committee, but I can 
assure you that we will give this request of yours due consideration. 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, sir. That is all I could ask. Thank 
you, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have before the committee Mr. Leon 
Weaver, manager of the Talquin Electric Cooperative and member of 
the Southeast power committee. You may proceed, Mr. Weaver. 

Mr. Weaver. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am Leon Weaver, a 
member of the Southeast power committee and manager of the Tal- 
quin Electric Cooperative. 

It is my privilege this morning to offer a few brief statements in 
support of the Southeastern Power Administration budget request. 

We feel that immediate construction of the Jim Woodruff-Wire- 
grass line is needed to bring the benefits of the power generated at 
the Jim Woodruff Dam to the Alabama Electric Cooperative Associa- 
tion, and this association in turn will bring those benefits to three 
rural electric cooperatives in west Florida, along with several coop- 
eratives and municipalities in Alabama. 

We also would like to support the proposed Jim Woodruff-Green- 
ville line. This line will serve the Seminole project, composed of 6 
electric cooperatives, which in turn would bring the benefits of the 
power to approximately 35,000 rurs ul farm families. 

We would further like to support the 1 request for planning funds 
for the Clark Hill-Jim Woodruff transmission line which has been 
referred to by Mr. Harrison in his talk. 

That, briefly, Mr. Chairman, is what we are asking, and with that 
I will close my testimony. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, sir. 

Does that complete the testimony of this group ? 

Mr. Weaver. Yes. 


Mr. Jensen. Thank you, gentlemen. 
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SOUTHWESTERN Power ADMINISTRATION 
WITNESSES 


F. M. WILKES, PRESIDENT, SOUTHWESTERN GAS & ELECTRIC CO., 
SHREVEPORT, LA. 

D. C. McKEE, PRESIDENT, THE EMPIRE DISTRICT ELECTRIC CO., 
JOPLIN, MO. 

F. H. SHELTON, ASSISTANT TO PRESIDENT, THE EMPIRE DISTRICT 
ELECTRIC CO., JOPLIN, MO. 

R. K. McPHERSON, ATTORNEY, THE EMPIRE DISTRICT ELECTRIC 
CO., JOPLIN, MO. 

E. R. KROPP, VICE PRESIDENT, UNION ELECTRIC CO. OF MISSOURI, 
ST. LOUIS, MO. 

J. D. JAMES, VICE PRESIDENT, MISSOURI POWER & LIGHT CO., 
JEFFERSON CITY, MO. 

R. E. RITCHIE, PRESIDENT, ARKANSAS POWER & LIGHT CO., LITTLE 
ROCK, ARK. 

D. S. KENNEDY, PRESIDENT, OKLAHOMA GAS & ELECTRIC CO., 
OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 

C. T. MASON, VICE PRESIDENT, MISSOURI PUBLIC SERVICE CO., 
WARRENSBURG, MO. 

R. C. GREEN, VICE PRESIDENT, MISSOURI PUBLIC SERVICE CoO., 
WARRENSBURG, MO. 

WARREN L. PORTER, VICE PRESIDENT, KANSAS CITY POWER & 
LIGHT CO., KANSAS CITY, MO. 

A. J. DOYLE, ATTORNEY, KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT CO., 
KANSAS CITY, MO. 

EDWARD FALCK, CONSULTANT, KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT CO., 
KANSAS CITY, MO. 

E. B. THOMAS, ASSISTANT TO PRESIDENT, ARKANSAS-MISSOURI 
POWER CO., BLYTHEVILLE, ARK. 

W. B. GESELL, VICE PRESIDENT, OKLAHOMA GAS & ELECTRIC CO., 
OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 

D. A. HERRIFIELD, VICE PRESIDENT, ST. JOSEPH LIGHT & POWER 
CO., ST. JOSEPH, MO. 

J. R. WELSH, VICE PRESIDENT, SOUTHWESTERN GAS & ELECTRIC 
CO., SHREVEPORT, LA. 

R. L. ARNOLD, ATTORNEY, SOUTHWESTERN GAS & ELECTRIC CO., 
SHREVEPORT, LA. 

CHAS. H. CUSTER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, SOUTHWEST POWER 
POOL, LITTLE ROCK, ARK. 


Mr. Jensen. The committee will come to order. 

We are pleased to have before the committee at this time representa- 
tives of the private utility companies which are affected by the South- 
western Power Administration’s budget request. 

I believe all of you at the hearing represent a private utility; is 
that right, Mr. Wilkes? 

Mr. Wirkgs. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Wilkes, I believe you are going to act as chairman 
of this group ¢ 


Mr. Wivkes. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Jensen. I think it would be well at this time for me to read a 
part of the colloquy between Mr. Wright, the Administrator of the 
Southwestern Power Administration, and myself, which starts on 
page 380 of the hearings of March 5, last. I will start with the item 
“Construction,” on page 380. 


Mr. Wrieut. Mr. Chairman, if you will turn to page 3 of the justifications, the 
construction program, I will indicate to the committee the changes in the budget 
estimate that we believe proper due to changed circumstances since this estimate 
was considered by the Bureau of the Budget and presented to the Congress. 

The changed circumstances are two: 

First, the Supreme Court of Arkansas has denied to the Northwest Arkansas 
Cooperative the right to construct a proposed generating and transmission sys- 
tem in northwest Arkansas. As a result of that decision our proposed connection 
with the group can be and should be eliminated. 

Furthermore, during the last year we entered into a contract with the~Ar 
kansas Power & Light Co. and the Reynolds Metal Co. for service in the proposed 
aluminum plant or mill near Arkadelphia. 

It was originally thought that a transmission line from a connection on the 
Denison-Norfork line at a point near Russellville down to Russellville would 
be necessary to interconnect with the Arkansas Power & Light Co.’s system. 
The studies which have just been completed indicate that this connection is not 
necessary. This also carries with it the elimination of an item in the proposed 
budget. 

Mr. JENSEN. Let us start on page 3 of the justfications. 

Mr. Wricut. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. You have a request here for construction for the Gore switching 
station, $3,000. 

Mr. Wricut. That is overhead to carry on the construction work under way 
which is alrealy appropriated for, a necessary facility still needed in the budget 
item. 

Mr. JENSEN. The next item is “Tupelo switching station, $3,000.” 

Mr. Wricut. That is the same situation, and the $3,000 is needed. The same 
answer applies for the $13,000 for the Anakarko substation. 

Mr. JENSEN. Go to the next page. 

Mr. Wricur. On the next page we find $15,000 for the Springfield substation, 
which is overhead to carry on construction during the fiscal year, and $25,000 
for the Clinton substation. 

Mr. JENSEN. $15,000 for the Springfield substation? 

Mr. Wricur. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. You say that is for what purpose? 

Mr. Wricut. That is for overhead to carry on construction work during the 
fiscal year 1954. 

Mr. JENSEN. You mean administrative overhead? 

Mr. Wricnut. Yes, sir; engineering costs and other costs during the year be- 
cause they are only appropriated for from year to year; they are not included 
in the moneys previously appropriated. 

There is absolutely no new construction work and no new items except ad- 
ministration and overhead. 

Mr. JENSEN. What about the Clinton substation? 

Mr. Wrient. The same is true and also the Carthage substation, and the 
Springfield dispatching and warehouse building. In the case of the Ozark sub- 
station, the $18,000 included for overhead can be cut out because we are no 
longer going to build that item. 

The $3,000 at the bottom of page 5, the next item, is overhead for completion 
of the Weleetka substation, which is needed. 

On page 6, under “System communication and dispatching” we find an item 
of $252,000. 

Mr. JENSEN. How about Fort Gibson-Okay line, $6,000, and the Fort Gibson 
substation, $25,0007 

Mr. Wricur. I think those items should stay in for the reason that we are 
making a study with the Oklahoma Power & Light Co. and the Grand River Dam 
authorities as to whether that project is needed. If it is not needed it can go 
out. If it is needed we will have to have these items to carry it out. 

Mr. .JeNSEN. Will vou know before we mark up the bill in about 30 days? 

Mr. Wricut. Possibly I will. 





Mr. JENSEN. Will you notify us? 
Mr. Wricut. Yes, sir. 


Mr. JENSEN. He has not notified us to date. 
Continuing the quotation: 


The next item is “System communication and dispatching.” The figure in the 
budget is $252,000. I think it should be about $250,000. 


That completes the quotation. 


Mr. JENSEN. Since the Supreme Court ruling of Arkansas, do you not think 
we have a right to expect the system of communication and dispatch is going 
to be considerably reduced * 

Mr. Wricut. No; there was not any material system of communication and 
dispatch involved in that Arkansas item. 

Mr. JENSEN. This is for construction of the system of communication and 
dispatch? 

Mr. Wrieut. This is radio-control equipment and various equipments needed 
to carry that on. 

Mr. JENSEN. To synchronize the dams? 

Mr. Wricur. That is right. We suggest that be made $250,000, which it should 
have been in the first place. Nobody can estimate $252,000 on a $250,000 item 

On page 7 there is an item of $800,000 for the Ozark substation extension, and 
the Ozark-Russellville line. That entire $800,000 should be eliminated as a result 
of not needing the facility to carry out the aluminum company contract. 

On page 8 there is an item of $15,000 for “Plans and specifications for future 
program,” which represents planning work and work in connection with the 
Arkansas, Red River, and White River surveys. I believe that is the minimum 
we can safely ask Congress for. 

Mr, JENSEN. All right. 

Mr. Wricit. Now, the “General plant and equipment” item on page 8 is car 
ried at $304,000. Because of the setting back of the dates when these operations 
will really come in, we expect to utilize only 8 line crews instead of 9, and that 
item should be reduced $40,000 and $264,000 should be adequate for the purpose 
requested. 

POTAL CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE 


The last of the suggested reductions are these. The total requested appro 
priation for “Construction” shown at the bottom of page 8 is $1,504,000. We 
believe an appropriation of $644,500 in total will be adequate for the construc 
tion needs of the Southwestern Power Administration. 

This reduction is occasioned by the change in circumstances which I have 
outlined to the committee. 

That completes the quotation. 

Now, my purpose in reading what I have is to advise you gentlemen 
of the items which have been agreed to between Mr. Wright, the 
Administrator of the Southwestern Power Administration, and the 
Secretary of the Interior; and, as I say again, my purpose in reading 
what I have just read, is that there is no partic ‘ular need to comment or 
to testify on any item that has been completely eliminated. 

We would like to have you testify as to your opinion regarding the 
items which have simply been reduced by agreement between Mr. 
Wright and the Secretary’s office. 

Mr. Wixes. On the items you have just read, Congressman, we had 
a meeting in Tulsa. 

What day was that? Do you remember? 

Mr. Arnoxp. No, I don’t remember. 

Mr. Geseti. It was February 6. 

Mr. Arnoip. Yes; it was February 6, I think. 

Mr. Wiikes. Mr. Wright went over his budget request with us and 
told us about his eliminations. I misunderstood you when you asked 
us if we were familiar with it. 

30433—53—pt. 
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The Ozark substation and these small ones, I don’t agree with him 
about. 

That is, I don’t agree with him as to whether the Ozark substation 
was needed. It did not have anything to do with the aluminum con- 
tract whatever. It was intended to reach the supercooperative plant 
ut Ozark. When we won that Arkansas lawsuit, of course, they did 
not need the substation and did not need the line. It was never needed 
in connection with the aluminum contract; the line from Russellville 
to Jones Mills was never contemplated, the line from Russellville to 
Gum Springs. 

Mr. Jensen. Was that because of the fact that the aluminum mill 
was being pans ly served at the present time ? 

Mr. Wixxes. It would never have been carried by the Russellville- 
Gum Springs line. There was no line necessary from Ozark to Russell- 
ville, and those lines were put in there solely for the purpose of taking 
the power from the cooperative REA Ozark plant. 

That was why that was eliminated. It was not eliminated in con- 
nection with an aluminum plant because that is being built still; and if 
it was necessary in the first place, it would still be necessary. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. I presume you have a general statement, 
Mr. Wilkes. 

Mr. Wiixes. Yes, I would like to make one. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentlemen here in this room, and the gentlemen 
sitting at this table particularly, represent the utility companies oper- 
ating in the Southwest. I have a list of the names of the gentlemen 
with the companies they represent. 

I can either read them or let the clerk copy them into the record. 

Mr. Jensen. I think it would be well to read them in, so the com- 
mittee will know who they are at this time. 

Mr. Witxes. Mr. D. C. McKee, president, the Empire District Elec- 
tric Co., Joplin, Mo.; Mr. F. H. Shelton, assistant to president, the 
Empire District Electric Co., Joplin, Mo.; Mr. R. K. McPherson, 
attorney, the Empire District Electric Co., Joplin, Mo.: Mr. E. R. 
Krop Ps vice president, Union Electric Co. of Missouri, St. Louis, Mo. ; 
Mr. J. D. James, vice president, Missouri Power & Light Co., Jeffer- 
son City, Mo.; Mr. R. E. Ritchie, president, Arkansas Power & Light 
Co., Little Rock, Ark.; Mr. D. 8. Ke nnedy, president, Oklahoma 
Gas & Electric Co., Oklahoma City, Okla.; Mr. C. J. Mason, vice 
president, Missouri Public Service Co., Warrensburg, Mo.; Mr. R. C. 
Green, vice president, Missouri Public Service Co., Warrensburg, 
Mo.; Mr. Warren L. Porter, vice president, Kansas City Power & 
Light Co., Kanas City, Mo.; Mr. A. J. Doyle, attorney, Kansas City 
Power & Light Co., Kansas City, Mo.: Mr. Edward Falck, consultant, 
Kansas City Power & Light Co., Kansas City, Mo.; Mr. E. B. 
Thomas, assistant to the president, Arkansas Missouri Power Co., 
Blytheville, Ark.; Mr. W. B. Gesell, vice president, Oklahoma Gas & 
Electric Co., Oklahoma City; Mr. D. A. Merrifield, vice president, 
St. Joseph Light & Power Co., St. Joseph, Mo.; Mr. J. R. Welsh, vice 
president, Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., Shreveport, Louisiana; 
Mr. R. L. Arnold, attorney, Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., Shreve- 
port, La.; Mr. Charles M. Custer, executive director, South- 
west Power Pool, Little Rock, Ark.: Mr. F. M. Wilkes, president, 
Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., Shreveport, La. 
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Mr. Jensen. Now let me ask this question, Mr. Wilkes. I believe 
all of these companies that are represented here today joined hands, 
so to speak, during the early days of World War II to integrate their 
power and to work together to insure a sufficient power supply in 
the area in which you folks operate, to be completely sure that all 
military needs were met, so far as electric energy was concerned; 1 
that right ? 

Mr. Winxes. That is true. 

Mr. Jensen. Just tell us a little bit more about it. 

Mr. Witkes. As the Congressman from Arkansas here and myself 
know, that State being one of the best in the Union, has about 95 
percent of all the bauxite, naturally they needed to put an aluminum 
plant down there in Arkansas. 

When they looked around for the power for that kind of an in 
stallation, it takes an annual amount of power which no one company 
in the Southwest could furnish enough of—at that time for any three 
of the States in the Southwest. 

So we had a meeting here in Washington that was attended by the 
Governor of the State of Arkansas and by Mr. Krug, who was then 
over at WPB, at which they asked if the companies could furnish that 
power and energy. 

We had a meeting out at the Wardman Park Hotel on Sunday 
morning, June 22, and decided we could do it, and did do it, and 
my company, Southwestern Gas, did spend a million and a half dol- 
lars for a transmission line from Overton, Tex., to connect with the 
Arkansas Power & Light Co. at Moses Corners, Ark., and another 
transmission line from Ashdown, Ark., to Weleeka, Okla. They 
joined the Public Service Co. of Oklahoma, and the Oklahoma Power 
& Light Co. 

Arkansas Power & Light Co. joined with my company to build : 
heavy line from Lake Catherine, Ark., to meet us at Ashdown, rote 
The Arkansas Power & Light Co. built a line to meet us at Moses 
Corners. They also built a transmission line across the north end 
of their property to join the Empire District Electric Co. so that those 
companies spent between 9 and 11 million dollars for transmission 
lines to tie all the energy in the district together. 

We thus pooled all of our energy in that area. Then about 4 days 
after we got started, the REA decided they wanted to go into the 
business. Mr. Roosevelt by executive order took Pensacola Dam 
away from the sovereign State of Oklahoma, and turned it over to 
the FWA, who in turn made a quick contract with the Arkla 
Cooperative. 

Five of its members were in the southern part of Louisiana, and 
five of them in southern Arkansas. The nearest of them was a 
hundred miles from the southern end of the transmission line, and 
the farthest was 650 miles away, which wasted a lot of copper. That 
injected the REA into the power business. That was the begin- 
ning of their injection into the public-power business in the South- 
west, and, for that matter, all over the country. 

That line after the war was of no use and was a burden to the 
cooperatives and was sold to three power companies in the South- 
west. It has now been tied in with the rest of our property, and 
it is part of the interconnected systems that serve that whole area. 
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We found during the war that the integration of our systems and 
the close relationships which resulted between the engineers and 
the dispatchers of the companies resulted in savings to the company, 
so we have continued to operate from the time of the early part of 
World War II up until now that way. That system covers practical 
ly all of the operating companies in the Southwest, with the ex 
ception of Denison Dam, which has 35,000 kilowatts dedicated to 
the Texas ¢ onip: nies. 

There is also a very small amount of energy that is delivered from 
Norfolk Dam to West Plains, Mo., and a little bit that is integrated 
with the Grand River Dam authority and the multiple-purpose dams 
built by the Government. Those are adequate to distribute that all 
over the Southwest because they were built during the war. 

Mr. JeENsEN. Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Jensen. Let me ask this question, Mr. Wilkes: Does the power 
from any of the companies represented here today play any part in 
the TVA area and in the production of atomic energy / 

Mr. Wirxes. The Arkansas Power & Light Co., which is a con 
tact company with the TVA, at Memphis, undertook to deliver 100,000 
kilowatts of capacity to the Atomic Energy Commission on an interim 
basis before thee omple tion of the plant at Paducah. 

Mr. Jensen. And it was able to do that because of the interconnec- 
tion of all the utility companies which were in this agreement, in 
this power group, so to speak, to aid the war effort. 

Mr. Wiikes. When they made that commitment to the TVA—we 
made a commitment to Arkansas Power & Light for this coming year 
of a minimum of 15,000, a maximum of 30,000 kilowatts—they also 

get power and energy from the north and from the west. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have, at this time, any surplus power which 
could be tr ansported into the TVA area to aid in the construction of 
the Atomic Energy Commission’s installation ? 

Mr. Wirxkes. No, sir; we did not have a great amount of it. We 
did have interim power to send over there, but unless we had a con- 
tract for a period of years, we would not be able to sell it for 
period of years. 

We are sending an interim power over there to take care of the 
immediate emergency, and they are building that right on top of these 
atomic-energy installations. 

Mr. JENSEN. By interim power you mean secondary power, do you 
not ¢ 

Mr. Wiixes. No, it means power used for 2 or 3 years. We know 
we are going to get it back in 2 or 3 years. If we had a contract we 
would provide all this, of course, to take care of our own, but we 
are providing it on an interim basis. 

Mr. Jensen. If you had a contract from the Government to fur- 
nish power to the atomic plant, which ran over a.sufficient number of 
vears, you then would install and construct sufficient power-releasing 
facilities and transmission facilities to furnish power to the atomic- 
energy plant; would you not ? 

Mr. Wuxes. Yes, sir; that is just simply a matter of American 
business methods. If we had a contract where we could make an 
honest dollar over a period of years, we would provide it. 
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Mr. JEeNsEN. Is the distance so far that the line losses might be a 
factor ? 

Mr. Wixkes. It depends on where you would build it. The line 
would be built so as not. to give a maximum loss of more than 714 or 8 
percent. That would mean the size of the wire we would have to put 
in and the voltage. The distance from eastern Tennessee to the 
Arkansas State line, I imagine, is somewhere around 350 miles. We 
are transmitting power over 500 miles or more in the country at this 
time: so if the economics provided for a station in the Southwest to 
feed something in Tennessee, you could deliver electric power over 
there cheaper than you could haul fuel there. 

I might say that one of the companies represented in this room 
owns 40 percent of the plant that is being built by private industry 
now to furnish atomic-energy power near Paducah, Ky. That is the 
Union Electric Co. of St. Louis. 

Mr. Jensen. I have been told that private power companies at this 
time are furnishing more power for the TVA area and the atomic 
plant than does the TVA itself. 

Mr. Wivxes. I would not be able to make a statement on that, Mr. 
Congressman. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record a moment. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. All right. Now go ahead with your prepared state- 
ment. 

Mr. Wirxes. At the outset of my testimony, I want to thank you 
gentlemen for your consideration in granting us the right of appeat 
ance before this very busy committee to oppose again the request of 
the Department of the Interior for funds for the leasing of transmis- 
sion lines and the purchase of steam power from certain super coopera 
tives in Missouri and Oklahoma. 

We think these funds, if granted, would be expended both improvi 
dently and illegally. <A brief historical statement will be of material 
aid in understanding our position, 

Prior to the summer of 1944, the development of multiple-purpose 
projects authorized by the Congress was under separate laws, such 
as the Boulder Dam Act, the Tennessee Valley Authority Act, the 
sonneville Act, the Hetch Hetchy Act, et cetera. 

In that year, Congress decided to establish a blanket policy under 
which multiple- purpose projects would m built by the Corps of Engi- 
neers of the Department of the Army, or by the Reclamation Bureau, 
and power sales would come under the Department of the Interior 
as marketing agency. 

With this in “mind, section 5 of the Flood Control Act of December 
22, 1944, was written. Section 5 was a joint effort of the Department 
of the Interior, the Corps of Engineers, and representatives of the 
private electric utility industry. 

This section was drafted by the Senate committee as a revision of 
a section in the bill which was proposed by the Department of the In- 
terior. The original bill practically turned over without restraint 
all jurisdiction of power and energy from multiple-purpose projects 
constructed by the Corps of Engineers to the Department of the In- 
terior in such a manner that the Department of the Interior was its 
own judge and jury, and would be enabled without any further action 
of the Congress to have accomplished exactly what the Tennessee Val- 





436 


ley Authority had already accomplished in the Tennessee Valley ; that, 

the complete destruction of the private electric utility industry in the 

area, and the complete political and economic control of such area. 
The committee, when considering the bill, made this statement: 


The committee desires an amendment which provides a convenient and practi- 
cal method of disposing of power at projects under the control of the War 
Department without setting up a public-power trust which would be unduly 
competitive with established private power utilities. 


The desire for this protection to private electric utilities resulted in 
what is now section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, and which is as 
of today the ruling law for the disposal of hydro power from multiple 
purpose projects under the control of the Department of the Army. 

In order that we may have the prov isions of section 5 clearly in our 
minds, with your permission, I will read that section : 


Sec. 5. Electric power and energy generated at reservoir projects under the 
control of the War Department and in the opinion of the Secretary of War not 
required in the operation of such projects shall be delivered to the Secretary of 
the Interior, who shall transmit and dispose of such power and energy in such 
manner as to encourage the most widespread use thereof at the lowest possible 
rates to consumers consistent with sound business principles, the rate schedules 
to become effective upon confirmation and approval by the Federal Power Com- 
mission. Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard to the recovery (upon 
the basis of the application of such rate schedules to the capacity of the electric 
facilities of the projects) of the cost of producing and transmitting such electric 
energy, including the amortization of the capital investment allocated to power 
over a reasonable period of years. Preference in the sale of such power and 
energy shall be given to public bodies and cooperatives. The Secretary of the 
Interior is authorized, from funds to be appropriated by the Congress, to con- 
struct or acquire, by purchase or other agreement, only such transmission lines 
and related facilities as may be necessary in order to make the power and energy 
generated at said projects available in wholesale quantities for sale on fair and 
reasonable terms and conditions to facilities owned by the Federal Government, 
public bodies, cooperatives, and privately owned companies. All moneys received 
from such sales shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United States as 
miscellaneous reecipts 


The history of the legislation is one of the things that won the 
lawsuit down in Arkansas because it showed that it was the intent 
of Congress not to let a public power industry be set up to destroy 
the private industry. 


MISSOURI CASE-——DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA DISTRICT COURT 


Mr, Jensen. I think at this point it might be well for me to read 
the status of the civil action in the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia: 


Kansas City Power & Light Co., St. Joseph Power & Light Ca., Missouri 
Power and Light Co., Missouri Public Service Co., Missouri Gas & Electric Co., 
Union Electric Co. of Missouri, Missouri Utilities Co., Arkansas-Missouri Power 
Co., Missouri Edison Co., the Empire Electric Co., plaintiffs. 

Secretary of the Interior, Administrator, Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion; Secretary of Agriculture, Administrator, Rural Electrification Adminis- 
tration; Secretary of the Treasury, defendants. 

This action is brought by 10 electric power companies operating in the States 
of Missouri, Kansas, Arkansas, and Oklahoma against the defendants to enjoin 
any further action by the defendants in connection with contracts entered into 
by Southwestern Power Administration and certain federated rural cooperatives 
in the State of Missouri. 

Agreements provide for the interchange of power between Southwestern and 
such cooperatives which own or propose to own their own generating plants and 





the lease of transmission lines of the cooperatives. The plaintiffs maintain that 
the defendants are violating section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 and the 
Rural Electrification Act of 1936. 

1. Action was brought in the United States District Court for the District of 
Columbia on October 3, 1950. The Government presented a motion to dismiss 
but the motion was denied. 

2. After a hearing, Judge Charles F, McLaughlin of the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia on May 19, 1952, ordered a separate trial on 
“the legality or illegality” of the contracts. This action of the court materially 
limited the seope of the trial. 


3. The separate trial was held before Judge McLaughlin from October 13, 
1952, to October 30, 1952, inclusive. 

4. After the filing of proposed finding of facts and conclusions of law and 
briefs the court heard oral argument on January 12, 1953. 

5. Judge McLaughlin has not handed down his decision. 

The reason I read that at this time was to set the stage for this 
question: In the event Judge McLaughlin hands down a decision in 
favor of the plaintiffs, then will that not eliminate entirely the need 
for the Congress to appropriate any part of the funds which are re- 
quested in the amount of $3,376,000, to be used as a continuing fund, 
which is a part of the budget request for 1954 / 

Mr. Wixkes. If the action of the court is favorable to the plaintiffs 
in that case along the lines of the Arkansas case, that will not only 
be unnecessary, but I feel it would be impossible and illegal for the 
funds to be appropriated, a purpose which has already been declared 
illegal by the courts. 

Mr. Jensen. I took this civil action, as it is instituted, to mean just 
that. 

Mr. Witkes. That is right; yes, sir. That is what we get by that. 

Mr. JensEN. Would there not be a balance of es close to 

$200,000 for payments to private utilities and the M. and A. Electric 
Power Cooperatives that would be proper to leave in the bili 

Mr. Wixkes. There is a doubtful question on that. I do not think 
that any money is needed for it. 

We have had a contract that narrows, and we have never had to 
transfer any money between the two agencies—that is, payment by 
the Government to us. 

There is a balancing out of charges in that contract. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have any idea when Judge McLaughlin will 
make his ruling? 

Mr. Wirkrs. No; we expect it almost daily. I do know that Mr. 
Gesell is also going to speak on the continuing necessity for the 
fund. He represents the Oklahoma company, and they have had a 
longer contract than we have had, and he will also testify that way. 

Mr. Jensen. I may say, Mr. Wilkes and gentlemen, that Mr. Norrell, 
a member of this committee and an able and esteemed member, is, of 
course, more directly interested in this matter than any other member 
of the committee because of the fact that he represents a district in 
Arkansas where this group, at least part of this group, operate 
utilities, and Mr. Norrell has for many years taken a very great in- 
terest in this matter. 

Being an able attorney, we depend on Mr. Norrell to a great degree 
In guiding us in such matters as this. So at the proper time I shall ask 
Mr. Norrell to take over this hearing. I do not think anyone would 
question the statement that I have just made. 
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Mr. Wirxes. We thank you for that statement. 

Mr. Norrexy. I do want the record to show that I express my ap- 
preciation for that statement. 

Mr. JenseEN. Thank you, Mr. Norrell. 

Mr. Wiuxes. In these next few pages I give the committee, for the 
purpose of refreshing their memories, a history of the various 
meetings. 

We have up here at least four members who have been on this com- 
mittee for many years, and I know you are very familiar with what 
is in those next few pages. 

I resume reading on page 6: “In 1949 when Mr. Wright appeared 
before this committee, he asked for an ap propri: ition of $30,000,000 
and when the committee indicated to him that it did not want any 
more construction made at the expense of the Federal Government, 
he made this statement, and I know you will remember it: 

This $30 million appropriation was to be used as a club to hold over the heads 
of the companies to force them to sign a contract similar to the Texas contract— 
This, although we had already signed a contract. Those were his 
words. 
the lines would probably not be constructed and that the Administrator wanted 
this leverage only to scare the companies into signature of similar contracts, As 
soon as the smoke had cleared away from the session of the Congress of that 
year, however, we found that not only was there no intention of making a con- 
tract with the private electric utility companies, but Senator Kerr of Oklahoma 
had put through the Senate the so-called continuing-fund amendment whereby 
that fund which was set up from power sales in December 1948, in Public Law 
216 for the purpose of providing for emergencies and continuity of service 
was broadened to provide for the lease of transmission lines and the pur- 
chase of electric power. 

Senator Kerr in presenting this amendment to the Appropriation 
Act of 1950 stated that the intention of the amendment was to provide 
funds for the Administrator of Southwestern Power Administration 
to pay wheeling charges and to pay for electric energy under con- 
tracts similar to the Texas contract. His statement is clearly on 
record that he wishes “to make it crystal clear that this was the sole 
purpose of this amendment,” that is, “to enable Southwestern Power 
\dministration to make contracts with private electric-utility com- 
panies similar to the Texas contract.” 

I do not think I need to tell you gentlemen what has happened. 
They have never shown any indication of wanting to make contracts 
with us out of that fund, at least not the Department of the Interior, 
and instead of that they koa gone into these contracts, with which 
you are familiar, to buy the output of plants built for the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration who can only sell power and energy to their 
members, who had no right to sell it to : anybody else; and with those 
transmission lines they can serve customers that REA itself could not 
serve. 

Instead of taking this action, however, the Department of the In- 
terior (Southwestern Power Administration) and the Department of 
Agriculture (Rural Electrification Administration) collaborated and 
evolved a series of contracts which provided that supercooperatives 
using Rural Electrification Administration funds would construct 
steam generating plants in various locations in the Southwest, and 
build transmission lines which would be the equivalent of the very 
steam-generating plants in various locations in the Southwest, and 





439 


forbade to the Department of the Interior in 1946, and subsequent 
years. 

The contracts between Southwestern Power Administration and the 
supercooperatives further provided that SPA would lease for 40 
years the cooperative’s transmission lines, paying therefor a sufficient 
amount to amortize them, including interest over a period of 35 years. 
The contracts further provided that REA would sell the entire output 
of the steam generating plants to SPA for 40 years. SPA proposed 
to pay the sums required by these contracts out of the very innocent 
sounding continuing fund that had been provided for the “ sole pur 
pose of making contracts with the private electric companies.’ 

I think, gentlemen, when I came before this commmittee about 3 
vears ago, I made the statement that I would like to see the color of 
the eyes of the man that would ask 814 or 9 million dollars and ask 
that of this committee. Mr. Wright this year asked for $5,650,000 as 
a continuing fund. The reason he did not ask for more than that 
is because these plants will not be ready. 

He looks at it, and he comes in here with the reasoning that he does 
not ask for more than he does because these facilities would not be 
ready in time for him to make the payments. 

In looking over the adjusted budget for next year, they want $9, 
500,000 for the continuing fund next year. There is no limit to how 
big that continuing fund can grow. Mr. Wright made the statement 
before this committee on one occasion that he could spend a hundred 
million dollars a year out of that fund if he could get it in the front 
door and out the back door of the Treasury fast enough. 

Mr. Wright is most forthright in his statement, and he was in that 
one. 

I have no doubt that Mr. Wright in his appearance before your 
committee this year showed you a map of the Southwest area on 
which he had pasted a number of different colored sequins, showing 
the transmission lines from Norfork to Denison and some of the 
shorter lines which have been constructed by the Department of the 
Interior, with funds appropriated by the Congress. On that same 
map is shown several thousand miles of transmission lines constructed 
by the super cooperatives and leased by SPA. If at the same time he 
had shown you a copy of the comprehensive plan of 1946, which he 
presented to this committee in February 1946, you would have seen 
conclusively that Mr. Wright and the Department of the Interior 
intend to force through by any means possible the comprehensive plan 
of a great bureaucratic public power empire over the will of Congress. 

There has been no change in these plans between what it is now 
and what it was back in 1946. 

During the year of 1950, no funds were used from the continuing 
fund. In 1951, when Congress was considering appropriations for 
fiscal year 1952, the companies appeared against the proposed use of 
the continuing fund for the purchase of steam power and the leasing 
of transmission lines with the result that the continuing fund statute 
was amended so that only such amounts could be spent from the con- 
tinuing fund for the purchase of electric energy and the leasing of 
transmission lines as were specifically approved by the Congress in 
annual appropriation acts. The appropriation for fiscal year 1952 
for the continuing fund was limited to $250,000; during that year no 
funds were used from the c ontinuing fund. 
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When the appropriation bill for fiscal year 1953 was being con- 
sidered, Mr. Wright asked the committee for an appropriation from 
the continuing fund of $1,425,000, of which $231,000 was for the pur- 
pose of paying wheeling charges to the Oklahoma companies and the 
M. and A. Electric Cooperative in southeastern Missouri. The bal- 
ance was for the hata of transmission lines and the purchase of the 
output of Rural Electrification Administration generating plants in 
Missouri and at Anadarko, Okla. 

This committee, as I know you will recall, struck down the request 
for appropriations for the purchase of steam power and the lease of 
transmission lines and approved only the ap propriation of $231,000 
above referred to. When the bill went to the Senate, however, com- 
mittee meetings dragged out to considerable extent, and finally in or- 
der to close the matter out, the Senate committee made a blanket 
appropriation from the continuing fund for the amount of $1,000,000. 
This sum was approved in conference with the proviso th: at it should 
not in anywise influence, or prejudice any party to pending litigation. 

In the meantime, the companies in addition to their appearances in 
the Congress against appropriations of this character had instituted 
two lawsuits. One suit was brought in the District Court of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia against the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, the Secretary of the Treasury, the Administrator 
of Rural Electrification, and the Administrator of Southwestern 
Power Administration, asking for a ruling as to the legality of the 
contracts which these various agencies had effected among themselves. 
This case, after various delaying motions by the defendants, had been 
overruled by the court, was heard on its merits commencing October 
12, 1952; was argued before the court on January 12, 1953. It will 
probably be dee ‘ded within the next few weeks. 

A second case arose in the State of Arkansas. SPA and REA, 
through a super cooperative formed by three distribution electric 
cooperatives as members, entered into a contract whereby the super 
cooperative would construct a 30,000 kilowatt steam electric generating 
plant at Ozark, Ark., and 544 miles of 69-kilovolt transmission lines 
which would reach every town in the northwest part of Arkansas 
having a population of as many as 1,500 habitants, All of these towns 
were then and are now served by the companies operating in that area, 
The lines would have had ample capacity to serve not only all the 
cooperatives’ loads in the group, but, also, all of the loads presently 
and prospectively cared for by the private electric utility companies. 

Under Arkansas law, before this construction could take place, ap- 
proval had to be obtained from the Arkansas Public Service Com- 
mission. Upon application by the supercooperative for a certificate of 
public convenience and necessity to build the generating plant and 
transmission system, the private electric utility companies intervened. 
After lengthy hearings, extending over several months, the com- 
mission voted 2 to 1 for a certificate of public convenience ¢ and necessity 
for the generating plant and transmission lines. The chairman of 
the commission, Hon. Scott Wood, a very able lawyer of high integrity, 
opposed the granting of this certificate. He wrote a lengthy and 
complete minority opinion, in which he showed very clearly that there 
was no basis in law or in fact to support the legality of the tr ansaction, 
or its economic value, or of any failure on the part of the companies 
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to furnish all desired service in northwest Arkansas at low and reason- 
able rates, The companies immediately appealed this decision to the 
circuit court of Pulaski County, Ark., with a prayer for an injunction 
against any move by the supercooperative toward the construction of 
the facilities. 

The cireuit court of Pulaski County, Ark., granted a temporary 
injunction, which order was appealed from by the cooperative to the 
Arkansas Supreme Court, which sustained the lower court. The cir- 
cuit court of Pulaski County, Ark., on the merits reversed the action 
of the commission and denied the right of the supercooperative to 
build the generating plant and the 544 miles of 69-kilovolt transmis- 
sion lines. An immediate appeal was taken by the supercooper: ative 
to the Arkansas Supreme Court, which on February 23, 1953, handed 
down a sweeping decision upholding the lower court. 

Mr. Jensen. I have information that the Arkansas court refused 
to listen to an appeal. 

Mr. Witxes. Yes, they did. It is closed up now. 

Mr. Jensen. When did that happen ? 

Mr. Wirxkes. Monday of this week. They always hand down their 
rulings on Monday. It was yesterday morning. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you have the supreme court opinion ¢ 

Mr. Wixxes. Yes; it is right here. 

Mr. Jensen. Did you ask that that be placed in the record ? 

Mr. Wixkes. Not unless you want it in the record. 


ARKANSAS SUPREME COURT DECISION 


Mr. Jensen. I want it in the record. Without objection, the de- 
cision of the Supreme Court of Arkansas will be inserted. 
(The document above referred to follows :) 


SUPREME COURT OF ARKANSAS 
No. 4-9847 
(Opinion delivered February 23, 1953) 


Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation et al., Appellants, v. Arkansas- 
Missouri Power, Appellees 


Appeal From Pulaski Circuit Court, Second Division; Guy Amsler, Judge, 
Affirmed 


GEORGE Rose SMITH, J. This is an application by Arkansas Electric Coopera- 
tive Corp. (Arkansas Electric) for a certificate of convenience and necessity by 
which Arkansas Electric would be authorized to construct a 30,000-kilowatt 
steam-powered generating plant near Ozark, Ark., and 544 miles of 69-kilovolt 
transmission lines. The application is opposed by 4 intervening private utility 
companies and by 2 labor organizations. After hearings extending over a period 
of several months the Public Service Commission, by a vote of 2 members to 1, 
granted the requested certificate. On appeal its action was reversed by the 
Pulaski circuit court, which adopted the views expressed by the dissenting com- 
missioner. 

Arkansas Electric is a federated cooperative formed by representatives of 
three distribution cooperatives which are engaged in the business of supplying 
electric power to their members in western Arkansas. Arkansas Electric, as 
well as its component cooperatives, was organized under the Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative Corporation Act, being act 342 of 1937, Arkansas Statutes 1947, sec- 
tions 77-1101 et seq. Heretofore the distribution cooperatives have purchased 
their power from one or more of the intervening utilities. 
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Arkansas Electric was created for the purpose of building the proposed steam 
generating plant and transmission lines. Having no funds of its own it intends 
to accomplish its objectives by means of contracts which it has made with twe 
Federal agencies, the Rural Electrification Administration (REA) and the 
Southwestern Power Administration (SPA). REA is an agency of the Depart 
ment of Agriculture, created by 7 USCA sections 901 et seq. SPA is an agency 
of the Department of Interior created by executive order of the Secretary. 

The various contracts which Arkansas E'ectric has with REA, with SPA, and 
with its own component cooperatives were all made with reference to one another 
and together form a comprehensive plan for the construction and operation of 
the generating plant and transmission lines. REA has agreed to lend Arkansas 
Electric $10,558,000, which will be used to build the proposed facilities. This 
loan is to be repaid over a period of 35 years. 

It is shown by the record that the present demands of the members of the 
three distribution cooperatives involve the consumption of only about a third 
of the power that can be produced by a 30,000-kilowatt generating plant. Ther« 
is evidence, however, that by 1959 the demands of these consumers will have in 
creased to approximately the capacity of the plant. In the meantime the plant 
cannot be economically operated merely to serve the three component corpora 
tions, since the overhead expense would be so great that the cost of the power 
would be far in excess of the figure at which the cooperatives can buy energy 
from the intervening companies. And even if the needs of Arkansas Electric's 
consumers were today equal to the output of the proposed plant it is admittedly 
undesirable for a supplier of power to depend upon a single generator, since the 
interruptions of service will unavoidably occur as a result of breakdowns, neces 
sary maintenance, ete. In fact, it is not contended by Arkansas Electric that the 
project would be either economically feasible or in the public interest if its sole 
purpose were to supply the present needs of the three distribution cooperatives 

SPA’s participation in the project is intended to meet the objections just men 
tioned. SPA, being already engaged in the sale of electricity and being in 
control of an extensive system of high-voltage transmission lines, is in a positio! 
to market that part of the plant’s production not needed by the component 
cooperatives Moreover, SPA has at its disposal tremendous quantities of hydro 
electricity generated at dams built by the United States; so SPA need not fear 
outages resulting from temporary shutdowns of the steam plant 

Arkansas Electric and SPA have entered into two contracts, referred to as 
the power contract and the lease contract. soth agreements recite SPA’s desire 
to obtain “the benefits * * * arising out of the integration of steam-generated 
power and energy with its hydropower and energy.” To this end the contracts 
simply incorporate the steam plant and transmission lines into SPA’s present 
hydroelectric system. By the power contract Arkansas Electric agrees to sell 
to SPA the entire output of the steam plant for a period of 40 years. SPA 
agrees to pay in monthly installments a minimum of $900,000 a year for the 
plant’s output, it being broadly true that the minimum payments must be made 
whether or not the plant is actually operated or produces any electricity. By 
the contract SPA obtains in practical effect complete control of the plant for 40 
years. It is given the right to decide when and how the plant shall be operated, 
how much power shall be produced, how the records shall be kept, ete. Arkansas 
Electric’s principal duty will be to operate the plant in obedience to SPA’s 
instructions, 

In addition to making the minimum annual payments SPA agrees to supply 
the present demands of Arkansas Electric’s consumers and to meet their future 
demands if SPA “has available such additional power capacity.” These sales 
are to be made at SPA’s rate schedule A, a rate tentatively approved by the 
Federa] Power Commission and subject to revision by that body. All other 
power generated by the plant may be sold hy SPA to other customers of its own. 

By the lease contract Arkansas Electric leases to SPA for 40 years the 544 
miles of 69 kilovolt transmission lines, these lines to be completely maintained 
and controlled by SPA. The rental is not fixed in dollars and cents but is to 
be so calculated that it will exactly repay that part of Arkansas Electric’s REA 
loan that is allocable to the transmission lines. SPA has the option at any time 
of purchasing the lines by paying the remaining REA balance so allocable to 
the lines. In the event of such a purchase SPA is relieved of any duty to reserve 
transmission capacity to meet increased demands of Arkansas Electric’s con- 
sumers. If SPA has not bought the lines before the expiration of the lease it 
may then do so for $10. Thus it will be seen that the lease contract is in sub- 
stance an installment sale of the property to SPA. Both the power contract and 
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he lease are conditioned upon the making of Federal appropriations to dis 
harge SPA’s obligations, and SPA is relieved of all liability if Congress should 
er fail to make such appropriations. 

We have attempted to state only the broad outline of these agreements, each 
if which is a long and technical document. Much is made in the briefs of 
various options to cancel fuel clauses, ratchet provisions, and other details that 
we do not regard as essential to the decision of what we consider to be a rela- 
tively simple case, 

At the hearings before the Commission, Arkansas Electric offered a great deal 
f evidence to show that this State has an inadequate supply of electric power, 
hat additional generating facilities are needed in the region to be served by 
Arkansas Electric, that the cost of the proposed facilities will not exceed the 
imount of the REA loan, and that the end result will be cheaper electricity than 
that now supplied by the intervening utilities. The latter adduced an imposing 
volume of proof to rebut the applicant’s contentions. The majority members of 
the Commission decided the fact questions in favor of Arkansas Electric. 

It is insisted by the appellees that many of the Commission’s findings of fact 
ire contrary to the undisputed proof, but we find it unnecessary to determine 
these issues. In our opinion the case is controlled by either of two independent 
issues of law: First, under the Arkansas statutes can Arkansas Electric legally 
sell power to SPA? Second, under Federal legislation can SPA legally bind 
itself to the performance of its contracts with Arkansas Electric? The Com 
mission expressed the view that both questions should be answered in the 
affirmative. 

Despite the fact that these two inquiries are judicial questions they are prop- 
erly raised in this administrative proceeding. The Commission must often 
letermine questions of law that are pertinent to its final legislative decision 
Southwestern Gas & Elee. Co. v. City of Hatfield (219 Ark. 515, 243 S. W. 2d 
378). The basic issue is that of public convenience and necessity, which has 
heen described as “what will conduce to the general public welfare.” Abbott y 
Public Utilities Com’n (48 R. I. 196, 136 A. 490) ; see also Ark. Express, Inc., \ 
Columbia Motor Transport Co. (212 Ark. 1, 205 S. W. 2d 716). If the entire 
irrangement between Arkansas Electric and SPA is contrary to law, if the pro 
posed construction is vulnerable to being halted at any time by reason of its 
being illegal, the public interest demands that the project not be undertaken 
Of course, Arkansas Electric counts on the expected revenue from SPA for 
assistance in the discharge of the REA loan, but if that source of income should 
be withdrawn the burden of meeting the indebtedness falls upon the members 
f the three component cooperatives. The public welfare would not be furthered 
by permitting these cooperatives to assume the burden of en undertaking that 
might at any moment become a complete loss to everyone concerned. It is evi 
ent that the two issues we have mentioned are inherent in any consideration 
of the ultimate question of the public convenience and necessity. 

First: Do the Arkansas statutes authorize Arkansas Electric to sell its ele« 
tricity to SPA? The languave of our rural electrification legislation is so com 
pletely free from ambiguity that this question can be answered only in the nega 
tive. Section 4 of act 342 (Ark. Stats.. see. 77-1104) permits a cooperative to 
transmit, distribute, sell, furnish, and dispose of electric energy “to its members 
only.” Section 12 (sec. 77-1112), defining eligibility for membership, reads: “All 
persons in rural areas proposed to be served by a corporation, who are not re 
eiving central station service, shall be eligible to membership in a corporation 
No person other than the incorporators shall be, become, or remain a member 
of a corporation unless such person shall use or agree to use electric energy or, as 
the case may be, the facilities, supplies, equipment, and services furnished by a 
pins csi A corporation organized under this act may become a member of 
another such corporation and may avail itself fully of the facilities and serviceos 
thereof.” 

The statute could hardly be more explicit in its declaration that a cooperative 
an sell power to its members only and that its membership is limited to perso! 
in rural areas who agree to use electric energy. The legislative design is ev 
dently to bring the advantages to electricity to farmers and to residents of com 
munities having a population of not more than 2,500. Section 77-1102 (8). This 
interpretation has been uniformly followed by the Commission, for since the i 
ception of the rural electrification program it has adhered to a policy of assign 
ing rural territory either to a cooperative exclusively or to a private utility ex 
clusively. We are told that heretofore neither has attempted to invade the 
other’s province. We too have recognized the legislature’s dominant intention, 
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by our holding that a cooperative’s right to serve an area terminates upon its 
annexation by a city of the designated size. Farmers Elec. Coop. Corp. v. Ari 
P, &é L. Co. (220 Ark. 249 S. W. 2d S37). 

SPA is a person within the statutory definition, section 77-1102 (5), but there 
its eligibility to membership ceases. SPA is not in a rural area, it is not without 
ecentral-station service. and it does not propose to use this power as a con 
sumer. To the contrary, SPA’s administrator testified below that he intends to 
resell this power to cities and towns, to large manufacturing concerns, and to 
any one else who buys power “in wholesale quantities’—a term which the witness 
considered not restricted to wholesale, as distinguished from retail, transactions 
Furthermore, SPA expects to number among its customers persons and munici 
palities who are already being served hy the intervening utilities. In short, 
the effect of the SPA-Arkansas Electric alliance will be the sale of cooperatively 
generated power to persons not in rural areas, to persons who are receiving cen 
tral station service, and, in the case of SPA itself and its municipal patrons, to 
persons who propose not to use the energy as consumers but to resell it at whole 
sale or retail. We think it too plain for argument that the proposal violates not 
merely the letter of the law but its spirit as well. 

Arkansas Electric does not intimate that any express language in the statute 
qualifies SPA for membership in a cooperative, but it is insisted that since the 
act is to be liberally construed, section T7—1135, the project should be approved 
either as being incidental to Arkansas Electric’s effort to serve its component 
corporations or as merely involving the disposal of surplus power. Neither ar- 
gument is tenable. Liberal construction comes into play when the statute is 
silent upon a particular point or when the legislative intent is not easily ascer 
tainable. Here there is neither silence nor uncertainty. Those to whom a 
cooperative may sell its wares are described in language too specific to be mis 
understood. We are not authorized to press liberality of construction to the 
point of actually amending the statute 

Nor do these contracts involve the mere disposition of a surplus, as was the 
situation in McGehee v. Williams (191 Ark. 643, 87 S. W. 2d 46). What Arkansas 
Electric preposes to do is to sell its entire output to SPA for 40 years and to 
sell its transmission lines to SPA outright. The generating plant would have a 
capacity of triple the present needs of Arkansas Electric’s legitimate consumers, 
and the 69 kilovolt transmission line would have a carrying capacity of mort 
than 4 times the future needs of those consumers, under even the most optimistic 
estimates of future growth. In truth, if there is here any sale of surplus power 
it lies in the resale by SPA to Arkansas Electric, since the bulk of the power must 
evidently be sold elsewhere 

Second: Has Congress authorized SPA to acquire a source of steam-generated 
power and to integrate that power into its own hydroelectric system? To answer 
this question we may study in some detail the history of Federal hydropower : 

This power is generated at dams which were built for the dual purpose of flood 
control and the production of electricity. It has been the practice of the Corps 
of Engineers, in recommending to Congress that a certain dam be authorized, 
to propose a multipurpose dam only if the sale of its electric energy could be 
expected to repay that part of the costs of construction allocable to the structure’s 
function as a source of power (Cf. 16 U. S. C. A., see. 5907-1 (a, v). In other 
words, when the corps has been able to say that the use of the dam for the gener 
ation of electricity, in addition to its use for flood control, would pay for itself, a 
mu'tirnurpose dam has been recommended: otherwise not. 

Thus in each instance it has been necessary for the corps to estimate the price 
at which the hydropower cou'd be sold in a competitive market. In making this 
estimate the corps had to take into account the fact that hydropower, in com 
peting with steam power, has at once a marked advantage and a marked 
disadvantage 

The advantage of steam power lies in its dependability as a source of what is 
called firm power in the industry. The owner of a 30,000-kilowatt steam plant 
knows that except for breakdowns and other necessary interruptions he can 
operate his plant night and day and can supply his customers at any time with 
the maximum amount of electricity that the plant can generate. The proprietor 
of a hydroelectric plant does not have this same assurance, for his ability to 
supply firm power depends upon weather conditions. In times of abundant water 
he can deliver the full capacity of his generators, but during the drought he 
must operate at a reduced schedule to conserve his water supply. In this respect 
SPA is under yet an additional handicap, for the upper levels of its reservoirs 
must be ready to receive floodwaters, flood control being a primary purpose of 
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the dams. Hence SPA cannot keep its reservoirs bankfull the year round, to the 
detriment of flood control. Consequently SPA might be able to produce at times 
a maximum of 25,000 kilowatts of hydroelectric power and yet not be able to 
contract safely for the delivery of more than 5,000 kilowatts of firm power 
throughout the year. Herein lies the great disadvantage of hydropower 

On the other hand, hydropower enjoys an advantage denied to steam power 
This advantage derives from two facts: One, electricity cannot be stored once 
it has been created, and two,’the demands of consumers are not uniform through 
out the year or even throughout the day. A householder may need only a trickle 
of electricity at night, to run his refrigerator and his clocks, but a few hours 
later he may consume quantities of electricity for lighting, heating, and cooking 
As a result a supplier of power invariably has periods of peak demand and 
periods of minimum demand. Yet, because electricity cannot be held in storage, 
the supplier must have available enough power to satisfy the maximum demands 
of his patrons, even though he may be called upon for that maximum for only 
30 minutes during the day, month, or year 

It is here that the producer of hydropower enjoys his advantage in the com 
petitive market. The owner of a 100,000-kilowatt steam plant is limited to the 
acquisition of customers whose peak demands will not at any moment exceed 
the capacity of the generator. But as business increases the supplier reaches 


a point at which he can meet all his customers’ needs except in the short inter- 


vals oc maximum demand. In the absence of an outside source of electricity 
the supplier would be forced to install another generator, which might operate 
so rarely that the additional power so generated would be extremely expensive. 
This additional power, called for only in periods of maximum consumption, is 
known as peaking power: and hydroplants are best able to furnish it For, 
unlike electricity, the water behind the dam can be stored and used to turn the 
generators only when the need for electricity is greatest Hence the owner of 
a steam plant can profitably afford to pay a premium price for peaking power 

a price in excess of that at which he retails the energy to his own customers 
as long as the cost of the peaking power is below what it would be if he chose 
the alternative of installing another generator. Thus hydropower is at a con 
petitive disadvantage ii sold as firm power but brings a high return if sold as 
peaking power. 

These facts were fully understood by the Corps of Engineers when it recom 
mended that Congress authorize the multipurpose dams from which SPA now 
derives its power. In estimating that the generating facilities at the dams would 
pay for themselves the corps assumed that the electricity would be sold at the 
favorable prices commanded by peaking power. Hence when Congress appro 
priated funds for the construction of these dams it did so upon the assumption 
that the current would be sold as peaking power rather than as firm power. If 
is of course apparent that the decision to sell energy as peaking power involves 
at the same time the decision to sell at wholesale rather than at retail, since 
the retail Consumer is not conironted with the problem of installing added 
renerators., 

Congress next expressed its views in the Flood Control Act of 1944, the basic 
law under which the Department of the Interior sells hydropower through its 
agent, SPA. Section 5 of that act (16 U.S, C. A. see. 825s) reads: 

“Electric power and energy generated at reservoir projects under the con 
trol of the Department of the Army and in the opinion of the Secretary of the 
Army not required in the operation of such projects shall be delivered to the 
Secretary of the Interior, who shall transmit and dispose of such power and 
energy in such manner as to encourage the most widespread use thereof at the 
lowest possible rates to consumers consistent with sound business principles, 
the rate schedules to become effective upon confirmation and approval by the 
Federal Power Commission. Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard 
to the recovery (upon the basis oi the application of such rate schedules to the 
capacity of the electric facilities of the projects) of the cost of producing and 
transmitting such electric energy, including the amortization of the capital 
investment allocated to power over a reasonable period of years. Preference in 
the sale of such power shall be given to public bodies and cooperatives. The 
Secretary of the Interior is authorized, from iunds to be appropriated by the 


Congress, to construct or acquire, by purchase or other agreement, only such 
transmission lines and related facilities as may be necessary in order to make 
the power and energy generated at said projects available in wholesale quan 
tities for sale on fair and reasonable terms and conditions to facilities owned 
by the Federal Government, public bodies, cooperatives, and privately own 








446 


companies. All moneys received from such sales shall be deposited in the Treas- 
ury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts.” 

It will be seen that this statute contemplates the sale of hydroelectric power 
only ; that is, power “generated at reservoir projects.” Further, the Secretary is 
authorized to construct or acquire only such transmission lines and related facili- 
ties as nay be necessary to make the power available in wholesale quantities to 

pecified purchasers. The language of this statute does not in any way suggest 
that Congress meant for the Department to “firm: up” its hydropower by the 
acquisition of steam power and thereby enable itself to enter the competitive 
retail market. On the contrary, the legislative history of the act, as reflected by 
congressional committee reports. the debates on the floor, and the amendments 
that were accepted or rejected, shows beyond question that Congress was anxious 
to avoid setting up “a public power trust which would be unduly competitive with 
established private power utilities” (S. Rept. No. 1030, 78th Cong., 2d sess.). 

Although the legislative branch of the National Government had, in the two 
ways mentioned above, indicated its belief that Federal hydropower should be 
sold as peaking power, the executive branch was of the opinion that this energy 
should be buttressed by steam-generated electricity and marketed as firm or base 
loading power. ‘To this end the Department of the Interior submitted to Congress 
in 146 a comprehensive plan for the expenditure over a period of years of $200 
million for the construction of steam plants. An initial appropriation of $23 
million was requested for the year 1947. The House Appropriations Committee 
disapproved the request, and on the floor of the Senate the chairman of the Senate 
committee reported that it was the committee’s judgment “that if the power was 
io be firmed up by steam plants it should be done by appropriate legislation * * * 
and not on an appropriations bill” (Congressional Record, June 20, 1946, p. 7324). 
The requested appropriation was refused. 

To this point the intention of Congress can hardly be said to be open to question, 
Arkansas Electric insists, however, that by the creation of what is known as 
SPA’s “continuing fund” Congress has authorized SPA’s participation in projects 
like the one now before us. This continuing fund can be understood only by an 
examination of its history. 

In 1948, as part of the First National Defense Supplemental Appropriation 
Act (57 Stat. 611, 621), Congress created the continuing fund. Having required 
that all receipts from the sale of power be paid into the Treasury, Congress pro- 

ided working capital by directing the Secretary of the Treasury to set up and 
maintain from such receipts a continuing fund of $100,000 to enable SPA’s 
Administrator “to defray emergency expenses and to insure continuous operation,” 
Of course, this language did not contemplate the acquisition of steam-generated 
power, 

Next came the execution of what are called wheeling contracts. Prior to the 
making of these contracts SPA’s hydropower had been sold as peaking power to 
private utilities Yet section 5 of the Flood Control Act, quoted above, states 
that preference should be given to cooperatives and to public bodies. In its effort 
to carry out this mandate SPA proposed to construct its own transmission lines 
by which it could serve these preferred consumers, and under the statute it un- 
doubtedly had authority for such construction. Private utilities opposed this 
move, and out of this controversy came the wheeling contracts, which were thought 
to bé a satisfactory solution to the dispute. 

A wheeling contract is simply an agreement that is intended to enable SPA to 
serve its preferred patrons by utilizing the transmission lines of a private com- 
pany rather than by building duplicating lines of its own. The first wheeling 
contract was executed in 1947 hetween SPA and the Texas Power & Light Co. 
sy that contract the company bought the entire output of SPA’s 35,000-kilowatt 
generator at the Denison Dam, The company agreed, however, that if SPA 
should obtain contracts to supply preferred customers which the company could 
serve over its own lines the company would carry or “wheel” power to such 
customers, on behalf of SPA, to the extent of 20,000 kilowatt-hours. In other 
words, the company bought the 35,000 kilowatt output but agreed to sell back to 
SPA up to 20,000 kilowatt-hours and to transmit that energy to SPA’s pre-erred 
patrons. Other wheeling contracts were made with other private companies. 

It will be seen that, since under these contracts SPA became a purchaser as well 
as a seller, there was a possibility that it might need funds to meet is obligations. 
| pon this basis SPA in 1948 and 1949 asked Congress to increase the continuing 
fund to $309,000. This request was approved in 1950, the statute reading in part 
as follows: “* * and said tund of $300,000 shall be placed to the credit of the 
Secretary and shall be subject to check by him to defray emergency expenses 
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necessary to insure continuity of electric service and continuous operation of the 
facilities, and to cover all costs in connection with the purchase of electric power 
nd energy and rentals for the use of facilities for the transmission and distribu- 
tion of electric power and energy to public bodies, cooperatives, and privately 
wwhed companies” (16 U. 8S. C. A: sec. 825s-1). It is this language on which 
\rkansas Electric relies in contending that Congress has empowered SPA to 
participate in the project now before us. 

The wording of the statute is open to either of two interpretations. In authoriz 

ug the payment of costs in connection with “the purchase of electric power and 
energy and rentals for the use of facilities’ for its transmission, Congress may on 
the one hand have meant to enable SPA to perform its obligations under the 
wheeling contracts, or, on the other hand, have meant to authorize the purchass 
of steam-generated power. The whole history of Federal hydroelectric power 
leads us to think that the former interpretation is correct, and the legislative 
background of the 1950 amendment dispels all doubt. As originally introduced, 
this amendment would have permitted the continuing fund to be used to cover 
ail costs in connection with the purchase of electric power and energy and 
rentals for the use of transmission lines and appurtenant facilities of public 
bodies, cooperatives, and privately owned companies” (H. R. 3888). The itali 
cized word “of” is of vital importance, since it might be construed to authorize 
exactly what is proposed in this case 

Senator Kerr offered an amendment to the bill, by which the word “to” was 
substituted for “of,” and in speaking in favor of this amendment Kerr said: “The 
purpose of the clarifying amendment with reference to the continuing fund is to 
make it crystal clear that there is no purpose, desire, nor authority for the 
Administrator to rent any generating facilities with the money in the so-called 
continuing fund” (Congressional Record, Sist Cong, Ist sess., p. 12253). Kerr’s 
amendment was adopted, and it was in that form that the bill became law. We 
need not prolong this opinion by quoting the many other excerpts from the 
Congressional Record that might be cited to show beyond question that Congress 
has invariably refused to permit SPA to enter the competitive retail market by 
firming up its hydropower with steampower. 

In spite of this overwhelming evidence of the legislative intention, Arkansas 
Kleetric contends that SPA is already purchasing steam-generated electricity 
under its wheeling contracts. In a sense this is true, since under such a contract 
the private company is not required to wheel to SPA’s customer the identical 
current that the company received from SPA; it may substitute steampower of 
its own making and divert the hydropower to some other consumer. But in 
principle this argument fails. Electricity is a fungible commodity which has the 
same characteristics whether it was created by the force of steam or the force 
of water. Under the Texas wheeling contract, for example, SPA may be called 
upon to supply the company with electric power to the extent of 35,000 kilowatts, 
and SPA may in turn demand that its preferred customers be furnished with not 
more than 20,000 kilowatts of like energy. This arrangement is evidently a true 
exchange of power, since it obviously makes not the slightest difference to anyone 
whether the current delivered by the company had its origin in a steamplant or in 
a hydroplant. The point is that SPA acquires no new source of energy under its 
wheeling contracts, since the private company sells back to SPA only a part 
of the volume that it received from that agency. In the case at bar the situation 
is wholly dissimilar, involving not the mere exchange of current for that already 
available to SPA but the acquisition of steam power over and above the resources 
that SPA might otherwise have had at its disposal. 

To sum up our discussion of the Federal law: Congress has in no fewer than 
three ways expressed its belief that SPA’s proper function is to sell hydropower 
in wholesale quantities rather than to sell at retail by the integration of steam- 
power. First, the dams were originally approved upon-the assumption that 
the ‘eurrent would be marketed as peaking power, which is necessarily a trans 
action at wholesale. Second, the Flood Control Act refers only to hydropower 
and specifically directs that the sales be in wholesale quantities. Third, when 
SPA proposed a comprehensive plan for the construction of steam plants Con 
gress rejected the proposal. Opposed to this settled legislative policy is only 
the suggestion that by creating the continuing fund Congress meant to enable 
SPA to purchase steam-generated electricity and thereby to become a vendor 
of firm power. It is perfectly clear, however, that the appropriations to the 
continuing fund have been intended to permit SPA to perform its wheeling con- 
tracts and do not represent a departure from the policy implicit in the per- 
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manent legislation. We are not convinced that Congress, by the approval of 
appropriation measures which are effective for only a year, has thereby decided 
to authorize the expenditure of the continuing fund for purposes completely 
at variance with the general laws. 

We conclude that the SPA-Arkansas Electric contracts are contrary to Federal 
law as well as to our own act 342. The judgment of the circuit court is accord 
ingly affirmed. 

Griffin Smith, C. J., concurs. MceFaddin, J., joins in the first ground for affirm- 


’ 


ance but thinks the majority's discussion of the Federal law to be inappropriate. 
Mr. Jensen. Mr. Burrow, manager of the Western Farmers Elec- 
tric Cooperative, suggested that this statement be inserted in the 
record at this point so that we can understand the different features 
of the State REA laws in relationship to the issues in the Arkansas 
case. 
[Excerpt! 


Rurat Erectric CooperkATIVE ACT OF OKLAHOMA 


437.2 POWERS 

A cooperative shall have power 
a) To sue and be sued, in its corporate name; 

(b) To have an existence limited to 50 years, the same to be subject to renewal 
upon expiration of the term limited in its charter. 

(c) To adopt a corporate seal and alter the same at pleasure ; 

(d) To generate, manufacture, purchase, acquire, accumulate, and transmit 
electric energy, and to distribute, sell, supply, and dispose of electric energy in 
rural areas to its members, to governmental agencies and political subdivisions, 
and to other persons not in excess of 10 percent of the number of its members; 

(e) To make loans to persons to whom electric energy is or will be supplied 
by the cooperative for the purpose of, and otherwise to assist such persons in, 
wiring their premises and installing therein electric and plumbing fixtures, 
uppliances, apparatus, and equipment of any and all kinds and character, and to 
accept and otherwise acquire, and to sell, assign, transfer, endorse, pledge, 
hypothecate, and otherwise dispose of notes, bonds, and other evidences of 
indebtedness and any and all types of security therefor ; 

(f) To make loans to persons to whom electric energy is or will be supplied 
hy the cooperative for the purpose of, and otherwise to assist such persons in 
constructing, maintaining, and operating electric-refrigeration plants; 

(g) To become a member in one or more other cooperatives or corporations to 
own stock therein. 

(h) To construct, purchase, take, receive, lease as lessee, or otherwise acquire, 
and to own, hold, use, equip, maintain and operate and to sell, assign, transfer, 
convey, exchange, lease as lessor, mortgage, pledge, or otherwise dispose of or 
encumber, electri¢c-transmission and distribution lines or systems, electric-gen- 
erating plants, electric-refrigeration plants, lands, buildings, structures, dams, 
plants, and equipment, and any and all kinds and classes of real or personal 
property whatsoever, which shall be deemed necessary, convenient, or appro- 
priate to accomplish the purpose for which the cooperative is organized: Pro- 
vided, That any and all such electric construction and maintenance shall conform 
to the requirements and regulations of the National Electrical Safety Code: 

(t) To purchase or otherwise acquire, and to own, hold, use and exercise and 
to sell, assign, transfer, convey, mortgage, pledge, hypothecate, or otherwise 
dispose of or encumber, franchise, rights, privileges, licenses, rights-of-way and 
easements ; 

(j) To borrow money and otherwise contract indebtedness therefor and to 
secure the payment thereof by mortgage, pledge, deed or trust, or any other 
encumbrance upon any or all of its then owned or after.ucquired real or personal 
property, assets, franchises, revenues or income. 

(k) To construct, maintain, and operate electric transmission and distribution 
lines along, upon, under and across all public thoroughfares, including without 
limitation, all roads, highways, streets, alleys and bridges and upon, under and 
across all publicly owned lands, subject, however, to the requirements in respect 
of the use of such thoroughfares and lands that are imposed by the respective 
authorities having jurisdiction thereof upon corporations, constructing or operat- 
ing electirc transmission and distribution lines or systems; 
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(1) To conduct its business and exercise any or all of its powers within or 
without this State. 

(m) To adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws; and 

(n) To do and perform any and other acts and things, and to have and exercise 
ny and’‘all other powers whieh may be necessary, convenient, or appropriate to 

complish the purpose for which the cooperative is organized ; 

(o) To have and exercise the right of eminent domain in the same manner 
nd by like proceedings as provided for railroad corporations under the laws 
{ this State. No funds shall be lent by any privately owned electric utility or 
person connected, either directly or indirectly, to such a cooperative. Any such 
an When made shall be void and uncollectible in any court of the State of Okla- 
oma (Laws, 1989, p. 256, sec. 38, as amended; Laws, 1939, p. 271, sec, 1; Laws, 
949, p. 128, sec. 1). 

Kmergency. Effective March 25, 1040 

Mr. Wixxes. I want to call your attention to the last page: 

To sum up our discussion of the Federal law: Congress has in no fewer 
han three ways expressed its belief that SPA’s proper function is to sell hydro- 
ower in wholesale quantities rather than to sell at retail by the integration of 
steam power. First, the dams were originally approved upon the assumption 
hat the current would be marketed as peaking power, which is necessarily a 

ansaction at wholesale. Second, the Flood Control Act refers only to hydro- 

wer and specilically directs that the sales be in wholesale quantities 

Mr. Wright says he does not know what wholesale quantities are. 
It might be as little as 5 kilowatts, but I think as all of us know it is 
wholesale only if it is for resale. 

Third, when SPA proposed a comprehensive plan for the construction of 
steam plants Congress rejected the proposal. Opposed to this settled legisla 
tive policy is only the suggestion that by creating the continuing fund Con 
gress meant to enable SPA to purchase steam-generated electricity and there 
by to become a vendor of firm power. It is perfectly clear, however, that the 
appropriations to the continuing fund have been intended to permit SPA to 
perform its wheeling contracts and do not represent a departure from the 
policy implicit in the permanent legislation. We are not convinced that Con- 
gress, by the approval of appropriation measures which are effective for only 
a year, has thereby decided to authorize the expenditure of the continuing fund 
for purposes completely at variance with the general laws. 

We conclude that the SPA-Arkansas Electric contracts are contrary to Fed- 
eral law as well as to our own Act 342. The judgment of the circuit court is 
accordingly affirmed. 

The seven justices, all the justices of the Supreme Court, concur 7 
in the finding under the Arkansas law, Justice McFaddin joined in 
the Arkansas ground for affirmance but thought the majority’s dis- 
cussion of the Federal law to be i inappropriate. 

Mr. Jensen. Let me ask you this, Mr. Wilkes: In what regard, if 
any, does the case now pending in the Missouri courts differ from the 

case which has already been ‘decided in the Arkansas court ¢ 

Mr. Witkrs. The end results are exactly the same. We were for- 
tunate in the Arkansas case because of the Arkansas laws. 

Mr. Jensen. Are there any different claims? 

Mr. Wrxes. No, sir. 

Mr, JensEN. The claims are identical so far as the plaintiff is 
concerned then, I take it? 

Mr. Wixxes. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. The plaintiffs, I should say. 

Mr. Wivkes. Yes, sir, the Missouri case alleged the same thing: the 
legislative history of the two acts. They allege perfectly satisfactory 
electric service with reasonable rates. They assert their ability and 
willingness to serve every customer, big, little, or small, in the area 
reached by their lines. 
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Mr. Jensen. Then let me ask you this question: Are the functions 
which are proposed by the Southwestern Power Administration 
approximately the same or identical to the functions which were 
required in the contract between the Southwestern Power Admin 
istration and the super-co-ops which were involved in the Arkansas 
case ¢ 

Mr. Wirxes. The contracts—I have had occasion to study the con- 
tracts a good deal—were identical in principle and result with the 
exception of quantities and amounts of payment. In fact, if you 
have one them, you have them all. 

I do not know who wrote it up, but it was one of the most diabol 
ical schemes that was ever thought up to rob the Treasury of the United 
States. They are all the same. One is the Centr: al Missouri Co- 
operative; another is Western Electric Cooperative. In our case it is 
the Arkansas Electric Cooperative, Ine. 

The rest of it was exactly the same. The contracts—going into 
a technical subject—were so unilateral in their provisions that that 
alone would have caused the Arkansas Supreme Court to knock it 
down. 

If the farmers had been stuck with those contracts, there is not a 
single member of those cooperatives that would not have had a tre 
mendous burden placed on his service for all the days of his life, and 
only for the benefit of a bureaucratic setup. 

Mr. Jensen. You were able to prove to the courts that all the power 
users in the area in which these companies operate have adequate 
electric service and will continue to have adequate electric service, the 
rates approved by the respective commissions of the States who are 
known as the regulatory bodies officially ? 

Mr. Wires. Yes, in their findings they have just that statement, 
Mr. Congressman, that we had proved beyond the shadow of a doubt 
the adequacy of the service, the reasonableness of the service, the 
financial ability of the companies to carry on further development to 
take care of it. Allof that was covered very, very fully in that opinion. 

Mr. Jensen. You know, of course, because of the number of times 
that you and many of these other gentlemen have appeared before 
this committee that this committee has been very anxious—in fact, we 
have insisted—that the farmers, for instance, have access to electric 
facilities whereby they can obtain the necessary electric power which 
they need at rates commensurate with good business, such rates being 
approved by the respective official commissions of the State. 

What I want to know now, and I am sure every member of this com- 
mittee wants to know, is for a certainty that everyone, especially the 
farmers in the areas which you folks serve, which all of your companies 
serve, will have adequate power in the future to carry on the produc- 
tion of food and fiber on which this country is so greatly dependent. 
not only in time of peace, but especially in time of emergency like we 
have at this time. Can you assure that? 

Mr. Wiixes. I would give you without any-hesitation the promise 
of that. You hear a lot of statements made by Mr. Clyde Ellis and 
others about some cooperatives not hav ing enough service or capacity ; 
but if you will run it down, you will find that probably was a co- 
cperative that started out buying from a municipal plant, and that 
they exceeded the capacity of the municipal plant, that the farmers’ 
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service was growing so fast, and the city did not feel like furnishing 
that peak. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say at this point that as one member of this 
ommittee, and as one of the many Members of Congress, we have 
learned a long time ago that Mr. Clyde Ellis has sometimes been care 
less with facts and figures. 

Mr. Witkes. There was an entire misrepresentation of facts be- 
cause many times we have relieved the cooperatives and municipalities 
of the necessity of building the line and taking that kind of a load be 

ause they are not fitted to do it, the total load that the farmers will 
ever take, Mr. Jensen, will never be as much as 5 percent of the output 
of these companies. 

Last year the statistics show it as 2.5 percent of the output of the 
electric companies of the United States as representing the part that 
was used by farmers. 

Our farmers’ uses are going to grow. The farm load will be twice 
what it is now, and maybe 5 or 6, maybe 4 times 10 or 12 years from 
now, but the rest of the loads are not going to stand still. 

Here is the atomic energy using as much as al] the farmers in the 
United States in just one little plant. The farm load service will al 
ways be taken care of by the utility companies because it represents 
such a small part of our responsibility. 

We cannot let the farmer down without hurting our business and 
towns and cities. However, it is a small part of our load. The 
amount of revenue we get will never be big because if we wanted to 
get permission, we might get a 10-percent reduction, then we would 
be taking all our rural electric business away. 

If your rural electric people want to put in their own plants and 
serve themselves, I do not think we would oppose them. We never 
have opposed the right of a rural cooperative to serve itself. We 

ave no more right to do that than we have to get an injunction 
oahines Standard Oil Co. of ree Jersey to keep them from putting 
up a plant to serve themselves, or to stop the Big Inch pipeline plant 
from serving themselves; but ba ‘ause the company service is better, 
the Standard Oil Co. of. New Jersey and the gas pipeline, Inch 
pipeline, have 9 of those stations of Arkansas Power & Light Co. and 
they pay almost $2 million a year for power. 

When somebody like the Department of the Interior comes in here 
and stirs the farmers up and gives them an idea of a grand thing 
they are going to have, we are going to fight it, and we have won it 
in Arkansas because it is an entirely different thing. 

We have never opposed the right of farmers, and I would not wam 
my company or any other company to say to a customer, “You have not 
a right to provide yourself with electric service if you want to.’ 

Mr. Jensen. You are absolutely right, and I go along with you; 
and the record of every member of this committee will prove that we 
have been mighty good friends of the REA because we have supported 
the requests made by the committee for REA appropriations reli- 
giously, with the exception of the times when such requests were made 
for, possibly, transfer of funds from one agency to another. 

I am speak Ing for myse If in that regard because I am just opposed 
to transfers from RE A to RTA, and I have very good reason to do it 
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because I have much more respect for the REA and the things they 
are doing than I have for the method by which the RTA has been han 
died since its inception. 

So I want the record to show unequivocally that there is no membei 
of this committee that has not been a friend of REA, but we have been 
greatly disturbed about this matter, whichawe have just discussed with 
you today, and which you have made quite a lengthy statement on re 
garding the contracting of the peak power of those many cooperatives 
down there that joined hands and signed this unusual contract with 
the Southwest Power Administration. 

Mr. Wirxes. I am afraid I am impinging on the rest of these gentle 
men’s time, but I want to call your attention to the fact that I made a 
statement in the opening of my statement that these payments, these 
contracts, were illegal. I also made the statement that they are im 

srovident. I want to file as a second exhibit to my testimony exhibit 2. 

With that I want to file for the use of your staff exhibit A which was 
submitted by Mr. Nabors, an engineer for SPA, here in the District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 

The figures which I have used in my economics study, which is ex 
hibit 2 of mine, were taken from his exhibit A which is filed with the 
court, and I know it will be interesting to your staff to look at. 

[f the power energy is sold to the private companies, it will bring 
in $6,204,000. It will cost to handle, including the use of transmission 
lines, and everything belonging to the Government, it would cost 
$5,649,000. That is for this fiscal year. 

The profit over all the cost of handling the lines, the cost of retiring 
the investment in power facilities, the cost of replacements in the dams 
and so on, would be $1,154,000. 

Mr. Wright in his report which was brought down there before the 
court shows that even if they buy this 115,000 kilowatts of steam ca 
pacity—and in his study he will sell at or about 85 percent annual load 
factor, which would be absolutely wrong; we sell on about a 67-percent 
annual load factor—he would get $8,696,000; and it would cost him 
$12,304,000 for the pleasure of giving away a bunch of electric power. 
That siceutaeta lan iors ed more » fully by Mr. Porter. 

Mr. Jensen. The documents here referred to as exhibit 2 and ex- 
hibit A will be inserted at this point. 


1] 








(The exhibits referred to follow :) 
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ANALYSIS OF Sot 


Exuieir A 


THWESTERN POWER 
OPERATIONS, 1952 To 1958 
Technical data 


Number of 


Hydroelectric projects mm 


units Capacity per unit Primary 
er rey 
million 
» ] 
tig) | Ulti Rati ee) 
mate (kilow s —~ , 
kilowatt 
2 5 00 30. OOO 14 
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ROPOSED 








it/ est 
Initia Ultimate 
ave ige erage 
i ial nual 
energy f rey 
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illocated 
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S54, O00 (2,19 Oo 
1, 400, 000 17, OF WI 


78, 240, 000 


40, 810, 000 


TABLE 3.—Recommended date for installation of hydroelectric capacity 


Project 


Denison 
Norfolk 
Narrows 

Bull Shoals 
Whitney. 

Fort Gibson 
Tenkiller Ferry 
Blakely Mountain - -- 
Table Rock. 
Keystone 
Dardanelle 
Short Mountain 


Total. _-.. 


| 
1952 1953 1954 1955 
70, 000 | 
17000 | 
| 


70,000 | 70,000 70, 000 
70, 000 70, 000 | 
17, 000 7,000 | 
| 160, 000 | 


30, 000 


17, 000 
200, 000 
30, 000 
61, 500 
34, 000 


17, 000 
160, 000 
30, 000 
| 49, 200 
| 34,000 


| 
| 


157, 000 347, 000 430, 200 557, 500 


0,000 | 


75, 000 | 
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70, 000 
000 | 


0, 
17, 
200, 
30, 
61, 
34, 


7F 
405 


ool, 
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000 
000 
000 
500 
000 
000 


500 


105, 000 | 
70, 000 | 
17, 000 
240, 000 | 
30, 000 
61, 500 
34, 000 
75, 000 
126, 000 
45, 000 


803, 500 


1958 


105, 000 
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17, 000 
240, 000 
30, 000 
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34, 000 
75, 000 
126, 000 
45, 000 
125, 000 
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1, 040, 800 











i ad i? 
Hi r ect 
I>, Avera , 
I nnual Inst 
, energ eapacit 
t ll 7 t 
million milliot kil 
Kilowatt 1 
“ ; kilowatt watt 
10u hour 
; Ot 274.4 466.4 
} tha {19 ; ‘ 2s 119.8 
F nd ha 1953 347. OK H, 2 61. 45, OOM 
1954 130. 2 ve 1.4 . BH, OOM 
ay ) 054. 4 1, 54 l 0 
l 7, i 054. 4 1, 547.3 115, OOF 
1957 s \ 632. 2 2 167.3 | WM 
1958 10,8 2 368.9 111. ¢ 115, 00 
Inc ies ¢ 
‘I BL} ) Prov cl ? nvest 
! ‘ Onerat 
Year , ; Replacements 
costs 
ver 
$28 GAZ . n $157. OO 
168 60.0 207. 000 
4 “ Rg ® OO a 
* iy y 
) 2 s OO ih 
; } y vA (y SL ' 
58 195. 8 270. 10, 89 
l4 nercent,. 100 
TABLE 6 Breakdown of prod 
led 
Numt I ’ Invest 
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TABLE 6 Breakdown of production expenses by yvears—Continued 
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TABLE 7.—Transmission investment 


Government system Cooperatives’ systems Total system 


| 


Miles of 


Investment : 
line 


600, 058 
647, 141 
707, 315 
906, 277 
479, 238 
146, 883 
936. 968 


$8, 
15, 
18, 


Or 


554 
861 
9OA6 
1, 046 34, 
1, 056 34, 
1, 091 34 
1, 131 


$17, 


29, 


4¢ 
29 46 
4 46 


29 


Name of cooperative 


Central Electric Power Coops 
Sho-Me Power Cooperative 
Western Electric C 
KAMO Electr 
Northwe i 
Arkans 


ooperatir 
ic Coopera 
Elect Power Coope 


Electric Coo ti 


teri ric 


TABLE 8.—Total t 


BREAKDOWN OF 


SERVICE ¢ 


1953 1954 


Oklahoma companies $119, 609 
M. & A. Electric Power Co- 
operative 


Cooperating companies 


$129, 860 


28, 250 
16, 771 


39, 500 
96, 951 
164, 630 266, 311 


Total 69, 240 


Investment 


7 
467 
7,000 
7, 000 


| Miles of 
line | 


7. 000 
799, 


000 
, 000 
000 


stment 


026, 000 
775.000 
>, 906, 000 
937. 000 
155, 000 
668, 000 


$786, 
, 841, 821 
593 


$462, 200 
600, 750 
625, 000 
65D. 0 
659, 0 
650, 0 
650, 0 


SHARGES 


1955 1956 


$143, 528 | $157,197 
50, 750 


126, 000 161, 451 


320, 278 


| Miles of line 


000 


443 


050, 893 


Power 
marketing 


67, 625 | 


386, 273 | 


| Investment 


$8, 600, 
33, 354, 
48, 506, 
60, : 

61, 

63, 

64, 


141 


Completior 
date 


515 Jan. 1, 
Do. 
Do, 

1, 9953 
Do. 
July 1, 


1965 


July 


1954 


ansmission system investment and annuual charges 


| 
A morti- 
zation 
ind 
interest § 


Annual 
tr ins 
miss! 


cost 


$303, 238 
718 
620 
455 


$1, O89, 238 


Total 

other 
annual 
charges 


$93, 500 
99, 250 
090 
000 

5, 000 

5, 090 


$624, 
1, 733, 
4, 618, 
5, 744, 798 
5, 860, 919 
6, 839, 571 


7, 897, 227 


940 
TRS 
960 


1957 1958 


$170, 871 


$187, 956 


84, 581 101, 497 
665,112 | 1, 206,135 


920, 564 1, 495, 588 





TaBLE 10.—Details of energy purchased by Southwestern Power Administration 





1952 «=| (1988 1954 1955 


hain eeepademnineenelibtetiinennigecnniaenatsilppcmarnmemngemnmenns 


} | 
| 
Source of supply Million} |Million Million Million 


kilo- | kilo- kilo- kilo- 
m | 
watt- |“ jount| Amount Amount 


| watt- | watt- watt- 
| hours | hours | hours hours | 


| | 


Amount 


| 

tility companies | | | 
Oklahoma companies... ...- | 11. 6} $46, 750) 2. $50, 753 $56, 092 
Cooperating companies 3.4 13, 581) 78, 25. £ 102, 032 





Subtotal_.. -* | 5.0, 60,331 32. 3) 129, 267 39. ! 158, 124 


operatives 
Arkansas Electric Coopera- | | | 
tive ‘ : . | | 5 1, 084, 896 
Central Electric Power Co- | 
operative 2. 5| 330, 750 1 679, 500) 105. 0} 661, 500 
Northwestern Electric Power | 
Cooperative | 82.0) 1, 800, 000 282.0) 1, 800, 000 
Western Electric Cooperative 5.8} 478,077 262.8) 1,008,882) 225.0 945, 000 





Subtotal__. 3) 808, 827 555. 9| 3, 488, 382 863. 4) 4, 491, 396 


Total purchased . 3) 869, 158 588. 2) 3,617,649) 902 9| 4, 649, 520 
| | 


1957 | 1958 


Source of supply Million | Million | | Million 
kilowatt-| Amount | kilowatt-| Amount | kilowatt-|} Amount 
hours | hours hours 


tility companies | | ; 
Oklahoma companies t $61, 431 16 $64, 787 18.4 | $73, 461 
Cooperating companies. - ..- 32. 7 130, 739 134. 6 538, 2] 976, 701 


Subtotal 192, 170 iL. 105, 388 2.6] 1,050, 162 


operatives : , _ 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative , 101, 006 s 5 | 1, 107, 954 
Central Electric Power Cooper- 
ative } 661, 500 } 651, 500 
Northwestern Electric Power 
Cooperative 28: } , 800, 000 28 ‘ 1, 800, 000 
Western Electric Cooperative-.-_-| ‘ 945, 000 239. 3 7 1, 007, 023 


Subtotal ‘ 71. 3 07, 506 , 538, 62 4, 576, 477 


Total purchased 19.3 699, 676 b 5, , 007 si 5, 626, 639 
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Annual 


760 


OOO , 192, 000 $192, 000 
HM) ) } 100 7 10) 
000) 1, 052, 000 


000 696, 0CO 


660 443. 502 
448 800. 458 
100) 7. 393. 200 


8 2, 186, 376 


6, OS9, 411 


increase 
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TABLE 17.—Summation of annual charges less amortization and interest 


| 
| 
| 
| 


——— 


1944--_-. 
1945 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949_. 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1054 
1955 
1956... 
1957 
1958 


‘ Included in other charges prior to 1952. 


TABLE 18.—Summation of investment by years 


1944 
Added 


1945 
Added _. 


1946 
Added 


1947 
Added... 


1948 
Added 


1949 pieneeeirene 
Added _. 


1950 een 
Added 


1951 
Added 


1952 


Added 


1953. - . 
Added. 


RE 
Added 


I rsicnetslsitaiaiaiitaniintnphenialabin 
Is intekianrintadensiaabsiniease 


1956 
Added_......- 


1957 
Added... 


1958 _- 


otal pro- 
duction 
costs 


$114, 534 


Total trans- 
mission 
costs ! 


349, 678 |---- 


322, 440 


353, 617 | -- 


322, 805 


454, 071 | 


526, 086 


507, 000 | 


827, 000 | 
1, 130, 200 | 
1, 382, 500 
1, 382, 500 
1, 823, 500 
2, 310, 800 


| 


| 
000 | 
821 | 

3, 343 
50, 893 | 
39, 022 | 
94,099 | 
3, 111, 600 | 


Production 
investment 


| 
Total other | Total annu 


charge 
| 


077 
164 | 
682 
323 | 
547 
228 
O11 
131 
940 
788 
960 
798 
949 


$65, 
89, 
91, 
95, 
124, 
357, 
266, 
556, 
624, 

, 733, 
, 618, 
, 744, 
5, 860, 





5, 839, 
, 897, 


571 | 
997 | 


eel 


Transmission 
investment 


$21, 786, 500 |_- 


21, 786, 500 |... 


21, 786, 500 | 


21, 786, 500 | 


al 


2, 433, 052 


21, 786, 500 | 


2, 942, 471 | 


3, 270, 867 


$509, 419 | 


509, 419 | 


costs 


$65, 077 
203, 698 
441, 36 
417, 76. 
478, 164 
680, 05 
720, 
1, 082, 217 
1, 917, 94 
4, 402, 
8, 342, 5 
10, 178, 
10, 312 
11, 757, 1 
13, 319, 6 


O82 


Total in 
vestiment 


$21, 786, 5 


21, 786, 50 


21, 736, 5 
509, 4 


22, 295, 

2, 433, 

24, 728, 
3, 270, 





21, 786, 500 | 
4, 293, 000 | 
26, 079, 500 | 
2, 883, 000 | 


28, 962, 500 | 

} ws oa ae — 
28, 962, 500 
43, 006, 300 | 


71, 968, 800 
| 24, 650, 000 | 
|. cae 
96, 618, 800 
19, 104, 500 


115, 723, 300 | 
55, 522, 200 | 





171, 245, 500 | 
46, 750, 3 


6, 213, 338 
376, 941 
6, 590, 279 
660, 890 


7, 251, 169 
1 

8, 600, 058 
7, 047, 083 


15, 647, 141 
3, 060, 174 


18, 707, 315 
7, 198, 962 


25, 906, 277 
1, 572, 961 


27, 479, 238 


1, 667, 645 | 


29, 146, 883 


29, 936, 968 


, 348, 889 | 


790, 085 


27, 999, 83 
4, 669, § 
32, 669, 
3, 543, 


669 
RRY 


36, 213, 
1, 348, 

| 37, 562, 558 
50, 053, 383 

87, 615, 941 
27, 710, 174 


115, 326, 115 
26, 303, 462 
141, 629, 577 

1, 572, 961 


143, 202, 538 

57, 189, 845 
200, 392, 385 
47, 540, 385 





247, 932, 768 
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TABLE 19.—Revenues, operating costs, interests, and repayment of investment, 
1944-58 


nm | | 
Total | Interest | Balance 
A al | annus Vv n ) repay ’ 
nnual | an ual |Investment on to repay | of invest- | invest- ment 
revenue costs balance invest- invest- | “ment men’ beginning 
ment ment os next year 


| st. 
|}Remainder| Added Invest 


Balance | | 


, 510 $ 
, 485) 1230,265) & 2 $21,786, 500 $181, 372 $193, 848/$21, 592, 652 $21, 592, 
f 54, 988 441, 360 3, 21,5 2; 539, 273, 812! 21 318, S40 $509, 419) 21, 828, 
, 456, 219 417, 763)1, 038,456) 21,828,259) 545,7 492,750, 21,335, 509) 2,433,052) 23, 768 
, 517, 189 478, 164/1, 039,025) ; 68, 561 504, 2 444,811 < 5 3, 270, 867| 26, 504, 617 
, 661, 132 680, 033; 981,099! 26,504,617) 664, S65 316, 234 26, , a& 4, 669, 941| 30, 948, 32 
2, 038, 771 720, 082/1, 318, 689 30, 948, 324 773, 7 544, 981 30, 403,343) 3, 543, 890) 33, 947, 23: 
2, 229, 759) 1, 082, 217/1, 147, 542 ,f 298, 861° 33, 648,372) 1,348, 889) 34, 997, 261 
2, 297,045) 1,917,040) 380,005 3 : 74, % 194,926 35, 492, 187)* 50,053, 383) 85, 545, 570 
}, O89, 411) 4, 402, 6090/1, 686, 802, § 570 1, 67 4 15,719 85, 529,851) 27, 710, 174/113, 240, 025 
, 030, 958! 8, 342, 503/1, 688, 45é , 0252, ‘000 : f , 382, 570) 26, 303, 462/140, 686, 032 
9, 755\10, 178, 1912, 681, £ , 686, 032 3, 5 "165 3E , 521,633) 1, 572, 961/143, 004, 504 
73, 188/10, ¢ 4712, , 717) 143, 094, 594\3, 577, 379 916, 66 , O11, 256) 57, 189, 845/201, 201, 10l 
, 098, 020/11, 757, 170 5, 340,850 201, 201, 1 5, 030, 117 310, 200, 890, 368) 47, 540, 385/2 
, 461, 188)13, 319, 627\8, 141, 561, 248, 430, 753 6, 210, 859 
| 


Includes deficit from preceding year. 
2? For 4 months only 

$376,941 for 1 year; $1,073,000 for 9 months; $3,220,000 for 3 months 
‘ $14,013,383 for 1 year; $36,490,000 for 6 months 


$1,432,717 repaid. Balance beginning 1959 pays 3.31 percent return on investment at 244 percent inter- 
t will amortize investment in 57 years. 


BREAKDOWN OF SALES 


Disposition of excess energy 


Aluminum | Cooperating 
contract companies 
(million kilo-| (million kilo- 
watt-hours) | watt-hours) 


SPA system 
(million kilo- 
watt-hours) 
——- —_ -|—___-— 
45.8 69 
144. 1 123. { 
144.1 33. 3 
144. 1 16 
= 3 166 
251. 5 220. ! 


» of peaking capacity under Oklahoma and cooperating companies contracts 


1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 
(kilo- (kilo- (kilo- (kilo- (kilo- (kilo- | (kilo- 
watt) watt) watt) watt watt) watt) | watt 


Oklahoma companies 4 35, 000 35, 000 38, 000 42, 000 46, 000 50, 000 55, 000 
Cooperating companies 7,350 35, 550 74, 065 £9, 200 243, 875 442, 250 


UGE. . ind 35, 000 42, 35 3, f 116, 065 105, 200 293, 875 497, 250 


Sales to preferred customers under Oklahoma and cooperating companies contract 


1952 1953 | 1954 | 1955 1956 1957 1958 
(kilo- | (kilo- (kilo- | (kilo- (kilo- (kilo- | (kilo- 
watt) watt) watt) | watt) watt) watt) | watt) 


Oklahoma companies a 000 | 1, 212 23,030 25, 45 27, 875 30, 303 
Cooperating companies od 4, 454 21, 545 28, 000 35, 878 147, 803 | 


Total_. -----| 16,000 25, 666 44, 575 53, 454 63,756 | 178, 106 





cooperative s {ste 


sales over inte grat d sy 


LAST HALF OF 1953 


Energy (n 
lion kilowa 


hour 


Capacity 
kilowatts 


H00 
aud 
600 
oon 
000 


O00 


O00 
000 
CK 

O00 
660 
000 
000 


. 000 
860 


000 
(MM 

MMi r I Ont 
KAMO Electri yperat 30, 000 
North A el 000 
ooo 

Hn 

oon 

ann 
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Breakdown of sales over integrated sustem Continued 


195 


ed customers that can be s 


Mangum, Okla 
Marlow, Okla 
Okeene, Okla 
loneshoro Ark 
Nettleton, Ark 
sceola, Ark 
aragould, Ark 
impbell, Mo 
‘harleston, Mo 
wkson, Mo 
Kennett, Mo 
Malden, Mo 
New Madrid, Mo 
Bluff, Mo 
on, M 
Mo 
bia, M 
iyette, Mo 
Fulton, Mo 
Herman, Mo 


~ Ie he 
x 


80433 





Additional prefe rred customers that can be served from integrated system Continued 


1QAA 1956 1 5 1958 
kilo kilo- kik 
watts) watts 


Marshall, Mo , 650 5, 100 5, 610 
Owensville, Mo 530 580 640 
Paris, Mo 530 580 640 
Salisbury, Mo-- 660 725 795 
Slater, Mo ; , 650 810 1, 990 
University of Mo 3, 3, 630 , 000 4, 400 
Vandalia, Mo ; , 330 , 460 1, 605 
Coffeyville, Kans 9, 650 710 12, 880 
Garnett, Kans . 200 , 320 1, 450 
Girard, Kans 070 180 1, 300 
Iola, Kans 3, 3, 330 3. 660 4,025 
Osawatomie, Kans l, 2, 000 2, 200 2, 420 | 
Ottawa, Kans__.. 5, 260 6, 880 7. 570 
Butler, Mo 4 , , 650 , 880 2,070 
Carthage, Mo 3, 3, 860 5, 600 6, 160 
El Dorado Springs, Mo 660 720 790 
Harrisonville, Mo 930 , 020 1, 120 
Lamar, Mo , , 330 , 460 1, 605 
Lockwood, Mo 260 290 $20 
Pleasant Hill, Mo 800 RRO 970 | 
Rich Hill, Mo 530 580 640 § | 
| 
| 


Pri ree 


o~3t 


Salem, Mo , , 630 , 790 1, 970 5 
Lebanon, Mo 3, 3, 460 3, 810 4, 190 5,070 


Total 4 ‘ 107, 100 119, 510 131, 360 144, 105 | 158, 410 


DISPOSITION OF CAPACITY AND ENERGY AND CALCULATIONS ON REVENUE 


Disposition of ( apacily and ene rgy, 1952 


Depend- Primary Secondary Dump 

Installed | able capac- energy energy energy 
capacity ity (kilo- (million (million | (million 
kilowatts watts) kilowatt- kilowatt- kilowatt- 

KK hours) hours) | hours) 


Denison. 70, 000 60, 000 140 84.6 42.4 
Norfork . .: 70, 000 60, 000 116 36.0 20. 0 
Narrows 17, 000 12, 400 18 6. 3.0 


Subtotal 157, 000 132, 400 274 126.6 | 65.4 
Sales to Texas Power & Light Co 35, 000 30, 000 70. 42. 3 21.2 


Subtotal 122, 000 102, 400 204. 84. 3 44,2 
Sales from Narrows 17, 000 12, 400 18. 6. 3.0 


Subtotal 105, 000 90, 000 186. 78. 
Direct sales_- 12, 000 12, 000 52.6 

Subtotal 93, 000 78, 000 133. 78. i 
Sales to Arkansas Power & Light Co. 58, 000 48, 000 63. 36. 


Subtotal 35, 000 30, 000 70. 
Sales under Oklahoma contract 35, 000 30, 000 70. 
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Details of revenue, power costs, and service charges, 1952 


. Sales from Narrows Dam, per contract 
Sales to Texas Power & Light Co., per contract. _- 
: Direct sales (12,000 kilowatts and 52, 600,000 kilowatt- hours): 
Demand charge: 12,000 kilowatt X$1.35xX12= 
Energy charge: 
Kilowatt-hour total. ....... 


whowe aa 52, 600, 000 


Kilowatt-hours included. .............- a 28, 800, 000 


Kilowatt-hofir excess... . 23, 800, 000 $0. 004 


Total charge. . - 
Sales to Arkansas Power & “Light Co.: 
Revenue first 4 months 
Estimated for last 8 months 


Sales under Oklahoma contract: 
ROVERS GIGS 6 ME ccc cccccesscestccccensuoveseseosve 


Estimated revenue last 6 months as follows: 


(a) Sales to preferred customers (16,000 kilowatts and 36,088,000 kilowatt-hours 


6 months): 
Demand charge: 16,000 kfowatts X$1.35X6—......... = 
Energy charge: 


Kilowatt-hour, total_....................... 36, 088, 000 
Kilowatt-hour included. . .....- 19, 200, 000 


Kilowatt-hour excess ___. _enee-------- 16,888, 000 $0. 004= 


Total charge 


1 


(6) Sales to Oklahoma companies (16,000 kilowatts X$0.15= 2,400 kilowatts) 


2,400 kilowatt X$1.15x6= 
Excess capacity: 3,600 $0.04525 days= 
Excess energy: 31,750,000 kilowatt-hours X $0.00125=_ 


Total 


(c) Total revenue 

(d) Service charge and cost of energy 
Actual first 6 months . 
Estimated last 6 months as follows: (1) Service charges: Energy 


delivered by companies: 36,088,000 $0.00125= 
Total revenue : : 


Breakdown of sales over integrated system, 


Sho-Me Power Corp. (West Plains) 

Central Electric Power Cooperative - --. 
Sho-Me Power Corp. (Doniphan) 

KAMO Electric Cooperative ‘ 

North Arkansas Electric Cooperative -. 

City of Springfield, Mo 

Northwestern Electric Power vequanetee 
Western Electric Cooperative i 
City of Hermann, Mo_............-. me 
City of West Plains, Mo oa 
Other preferred customers. ...........---..-- 


Base load, steam 
Steam on peak 


Total steam 
Hydro required 


Capacity 
(kilowatts) 


7, 000 


60, 000 | 


650 
30, 000 
3, 500 
12. 000 
30, 000 


22,000 | 


600 
3, 000 
30, 000 


198, 750 


52, 271 
32, 729 
85, 000 
113, 750 


$207, 000 
624, 000 


95, 200 


763, 779 


67, 55: 


97, 


16, 56 
4, 
39 


412, 666 


Energy 
| (million kilo- 
watt-hours) 


31 
270. 
135, 


cE 


ONO 


ps 


C1 bo Ge bo 
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capacity and energy, first half of 1953 


Depend- Primary Secondary Dump 
able energy energy energy 
eapacity on million million 
kilo- ilo kilowatt- kilowatt 


hours iM 


and service charge 8, first half of 19453 


kilowatt-hours for 6 


16, S&S 


40, JSS 
103, 500 


— nu 152, 788 
Withdrawal 
Demand eharge: 4,000 kilowatts x 14, 400 


Energy « rge: 9,022,000 kilowatt-l! rs X$0.004 36, OSS 


50, 488 
4.800.000 kilowatt-hou $0.001 = 4 800 


55, 288 
$97, 500 
hour 44,400,000 


354, 200 
312. 000 





Power & 
10,000,000 } TS Excess 


ki ts$1.35¢ 


10,000,000 kil 


Kil 


low 
Kilowatt 


Kilowa 


lelivered mpar $ 


ympensating to companies 


Kilowatt-hours purchased from companies 


lowat nel 20,800,000 } 


99 200.000 


840,000 


5 WOO OO F004 
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Disposition of capacity and energy, last half of 1953 


| | 
Installed | Depend- Primary Secondary Dump 
capacity able energy energy energy 
Arilo- capacity (million (million (million 
arated (kilo- kilowatt- | kilowatt- | kilowatt- 
wor watts) hours) hours) hours) 


Dentecs 70, 000 60, 000 70 42.3 | 21. 2 
Norfor} 70, 000 60, 000 58. 18.0 10. ( 
Narrows 17, 000 12, 400 9. ¢ 3.0 | 

Bull Shoals 160, 000 150, 000 207. 3 51.4 2! 
Whitney 30, 000 23, 000 17. < 18, 


347, 000 305, 400 
17, 000 12, 400 | 


000 293, 000 
000 3, 000 


000 000 
, 000 


iNtotal 000 
sales to Texas Power & Lig 0 35, 33, 000 


rotal integrated hydri 265 264, 000 


Cooperative steam 
Central Electric Power Cooperative 000 5, 000 
Western Electric Cooperative 30, 000 30, 000 | 


5, 000 5, 000 


000 309, 000 
, 500 15, 450 


293, 550 


15, 450 


309, 000 


000 


000 
, 000 


000 
1, 650 


57, 35¢ 
000 


Details of revenwes 


Sales from Narrows Dan 
(a2) Preferred customers 

4,000 kilowatts and 9,022,000 kilowatt-hours for 6 months 

Demand charge 
4,000 kilowatts X$1,35 

Energy charge 
Kilowatt-hour total 9, 022, 000 
Kilowatt-hours included 4, 800, 000 


Kilowatt-hour excess 4, 222, 000 $0. 004 16, 888 
rotal charge " ‘ 
Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., $17,250«6 


(c) Total gross revenue ; : pis “ $152, 788 
(d) Withdrawal credit 

Demand charge: 4,000 kilowatts «$0.60 6 

Energy charge: 9,022,000 kilowatt-hours X$0.004 


Total 
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Détails of revenues, power costs, and service charges, last half of 1953—-Continued 


Sales from Narrows Dam—Continued 
(e) Service charge: 4,800,000 kilowatt-hours X$0.001 a $4, 800 


(f) Total cost ‘ ; ie sais ; $55, 288 


(g) Net revenue ° swhngiili $97, 500 
2. Sales from Whitney Dam 
Estimated value of energy 8 mills per kilowatt-hour: 44,400,000 kilowatt-hours x $0.008 355, 200 
Sales to Texas Power & Light Co., per contract 6 months 312, 000 
4. Sales over M. & A. Electric Power Cooperative System, 5,000 kilowatts and 
11,300,000 kilowatt-hours for 6 months 

Demand charge: 5,000 kilowatts X$1.35X6_- 
Energy charge: 

Kilowatt-hour total ‘ 11, 300, 000 

Kilowatt-hours included 6, 000, 000 

Kilowatt-hours excess . 5,300, 000$0. 004 21, 200 

lotal revenue 2 
Service charge: 11,300,000 kilowatt-hours X$0.00125 $14, 125 
Sales under Oklahoma contract, 35,000 kilowatts and 42,000,000 kilowatt- 
hours for 6 months 
(a) Sales to preferred customers: 35,000 kilowatts +1.65=21,212 kilo 
watts and 47,843,666 kilowatt-hours for 6 months: 
Demand charge: 21,212X$1.35X6 
Energy charge: 
Kilowatt-hours total 47, 843, 666 
Kilowatt-hours included 25, 454, 400 


Kilowatt-hours excess 22, 389, 266 $0. 004 


Total charge . $261, 374 
(6) Sales to Oklahoma Companies: 21,212 kilowatts6.15=3,182 kilowatts; 
3,182 kilowatts X$1.15X6 21, 956 


(c) Total revenue . 283, 330 
(d) Service charge and cost of energy: 
(1) Service charge: Energy delivered by companies, 47,843,66¢ 
watt-hours X$0.00125 
(2) Cost of energy 
Kilowatt-hours delivered by companies 17, 843, 666 
Kilowatt-hours delivered to co.inpanies 42. 000. 000 
Kilowatt-hours purchasedfrom companies. 5, 843, 666 X$0. 004 


6. Sales over integrated system, 111,650 kilowatts, 251,700,000 kilowatt-hours for 6 
months 
Demand charge: 111,650 kilowatts X$1.35<6_.- 
Energy charge 
Kilowatt-hours, total 
Kilowatt-hours included 


700, 000 


251 
l 


33, 980, OOO 


Kilowatt-hours, excess 117, 720, 000X$ 
Total charge 
Sales under aluminum contract 
150,000 kilowatt 
180,000,900 ilowatt-hours primary energy 
45,800,000 kilowatt-hours excess energy. 
Primary energy charge 
132,000,000 kilowatt-hours < $0. 006 _ - $792, 000 
48,000,000 kilowatt-hours X $0. 003. - 144, 000 


Total $936, 000 
Excess energy charge: 45,800,000 kilowatt-hours X $0. 00125 57, 250 


Total charge 
8. Sales under coonerating companies contract 
7,350 kilowatts of peaking capacity. 
8,800,000 kilowatt-hours primary energy. 
35,300,000 kilowatt-hours excess energy 
1,000 kilowatts excess capacity. 
(a) Sales to preferred customers 
7.350 kilowatts + 1.65=4,454 kilowatts 
And 10,045,997 kilowatt-hours. 
Demand charge: 4,454 kilowatts X$1.35X6_. . ; . $36,077 
Energy charge: 
Kilowatt-hours total. scccuccass MAMEOEE 
Kilowatt-hours included............. 5,344,800 


Kilowatt-hours excess... --- ..- 4,701, 197X$0.004 18, 804 
Total charges_... inc cleaat nomi . eae o------ $54,881 
(b) Sales to cooperating companies: 
(1) Capacity for purchase: 4,454 kilowatts<0.15=668 kilo- 
watts—668 kilowatts X$1.15X6 ..............-..-.----. 4, 609 
(2) Accompanying energy: 668 kilowatts X 200 X6 =801,600 kilo- 
watt-hours—801,600 kilowatt-hours X$0.00125_-. 
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costs, and service charges, 1958—Continued 


Continued 


j/and ene re 


Primary 
million 
kilowat 


hour 


t 


Ow 


ooo 


¥) 


000 


total 


8S capacity 





1), 200, 500 


Oou 


l I \ 
$760 ),000 krliow 
} 


Demand ¢ 


Ener 


1,600,000 X $0,001 25 
ct (38.000 kil 


38.000 


ce charge: Ener 
lowatt-hours X $0.0012 


nergy 





Details of revenue, power costs, and service charges, 1954—Continued 


8. Sales under cooperating companies contract (35,550 kilowatts peaking capacity, 
85,300,000 kilowatt-hours primary energy, 123,500,000 kilowatt-hours excess 
energy, 3,900 kilowatts exces 
a) Sales to preferred cu s )+1.65= 21,545 kilowatts and 97,189,495 
kilowatt-hours 
Demand charge: 21,545 kilowatts $1.35 x12 $349, 029 
Energy charge 
Kilowatt-hours total 97, 189, 495 
Kilowatt-hours included 51, 708, 000 


nours excess 45, 481, 495 $0. 004 


5<0.15=3,232 kilowatts $1.15 


,756,800 kilo- 


32 kilowatts» x12 


000 kilowatt-h 


kilowatts < 


560,800 kilowatt 
189. 495 
560. SOD 


19, 628,695 *$0.004 


10, 030, 958 
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Disposition of capacity and energy, 1955 


| ‘Inctalled Depend- Primary | Secondary| Dump 

Roa teen Al able energy energy energy 

Project on capacity (million (million (million 
ees kilo- kilowatt- | kilowatt- | kilowatt- 


watts j 
watt watts) hours) hours) hours) 





Denison -.. io — emaekese Wns 000 , 000 140, 
Norfolk aoee tea _ as 000 , 000 116 
Narrows i eee toe ‘ , 000 2. 400 18 
Bull Shoals = ‘ Sait 2 000 . 500 414 
W hitney a os . aad a 30, 000 23, 000 4 
Fort Gibson 7 fi 4 . 500 250 04 
renkiller Ferry : bins : 34. 000 000 | 60 
Blakely Mountain aiid - 5, 000 , 000 93 


Subtotal adel F re f 500 150 971 
Narrows 7 000 400 18 


Subtotal 500 7AO 
ales from Whitney 000 5 000 


| “ 500 70 


Sales from Blakely Mountain aes 5, 000 3. 000 


Subtotal 5, 500 
ty gain by integration 


Subtotal 85, 500 


Sales to Texas Power & Light Co 35, O00 
Total integrated hydro 


rative steam 
‘lectric Power Cooperative ono 15. 000 
Western Electric Cooperative 000 (OK 
Northwestern Electric Power Cooper 


’ 000 


ansas Electric Cooperative 000 


000 5, OOO 


ind integrated hydro | 5, 500 512, 925 
5 percent 25 646 


Subtotal ie 5, 7 279 
Gain due to diversity in demand 5, 77 25, 646 | 


Subtotal 515 512, 925 


Sales over M. & A. Cooperative system 9, | 9, 000 


Subtotal 506 925 
Sales under Oklahoma contract 42 2, 000 


Subtotal = 464 925 
Sales over integrated system Gintaee 237 : 860 


Subtotal___- | 226, , 065 | 
Sales under aluminum contract_-. . | 000 | 


Subtotal : 065 | 
Sales under cooperating conpamy contract: | 
Peaking capacity and energy - -- ‘ 74, 065 74, 065 


Subtotal 
Excess energy 





Subtotal 
Excess capacity 


Total 
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22,500,000 kil 


O00 


000 
000 


OOU 


000 
OU0 


SUU, OUI 
OSU, HO 


56, 092 
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Continues 


Details of revenue, power costa, and service charges, 1955 


Sales under cooperating companies contract (74,065 kilowa 
177,800,000 kilowatt-hours primary energy, 33,200,000 
ry, 2,575 kilowatts excess capacity 
to preferred customers (28,000 kilowatts 
ours 
Demand charge: 28,000 $1.35 12 
Energy charge 
Kilowatt-hour total 26, 389, 000 
Kilowatt-hours included 67, 200, 000 


Kilowatt-hours excess 50. 108. OOO $0 


lotal charge 
(b) Sales to cooperating « 
1) Capacity for pu ise: 74,065 — (28,000 1 

$1.1512 

Accompar nergy: 32,065 kilowatts x 200 
watt-hours x $0,001 25 

Excess energy: 33,200,000 kilowatt-hours x $0.00125 

Excess capacity: 2,575 kilowattsx $0.55 x 12 


otal 
Total revenue 
‘) Service charge and cost of energy 
1) Service charge: 28,000 1.5200 hours 12= 100,800,000 kilowatt- 
hours X $0.00125 
(2) Cost of energy 
Kilowatt-hours delivered by 
nies 
K ilowatt-hours compensating to com 


p.inies 


Kilowatt-hour purchased from 


SOU, OOO 


companies 


Total revenue from all sales 12, 624, 
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Disposition of capacity and energy, 1956 


energy 
(mitlio 
kilowatt 
hours 


Installed |Dependable| energy energy 
capacity capacity (million (million 
kilowatts) | (kilowatts | kilowatt- kilowatt- 

| hours hours) 


; 
| | Primary secondary | Dum} 
| 
| 


70, 004 60, 000 140 84.6 | 
70, 000 60. 000 116. 36.0 
17, 000 , 400 18.4 | 6.0 
200, 000 500 $14. 4 102. 4 
10. 000 5, 000 34 36. 0 

1. HM 56, 250 Gt | 63.6 | 
34, 000 000 60 | 8. 0 
on ,, 000 93. 4 5. 4 


971. ¢ 0 
18 0 


953. 5 0 
4 36.0 


‘OO 
Hw 


500 


». 000 


ontract 
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Details of revenues, power costs and service charges, 1956 


Sales from Narrows Dam 
(a) Preferred customers, 5,000 kilowatts and 22,500,000 kilowatt-hour 
Demand charge: 5,000 kilowatts X$1.35 K12 $81 
Energy charge 
Kilowatt-hours, total 12, 500, 000 
Kilowatt-hours included 12, 000. 000 


Kilowatt-hours excess 10, 500, 000 * $0. 004 42 


rotal charge 
Southwestern Gas & Electric ¢ 


Total gross revenue 
Withdrawal credit 
Demand char kil at £0.60 
Energy Be 2,500, kilowatt-h 


Oklal 


kilowatts and 110,400,00 


(c) Total revenue 
(d) Service charge and co ) 
(1) Service charge: Energy delivers 
watt-hours X $0.0012 
2) Cost of energy 
Kilowatt-hours delivered 
panies 25, 757 
Kilowatt-hours delivered to compani 10, 400, 000 


HSS 


Kilowatt-hours purchased from 


panies 58 & SO. 004 


Sales over integrated system: 
245,725 kilowatts and 1,108,400,000 kilowatt-hours 
Demand charge: 245,725 kilowatts X$1.35 X12 
Energy charge 
Kilowatt-hours total 1, 108, 400, 000 
Kilowat-hours included 589, 740, 000 


Kilowatt-hours excess a 518, 660, 000 * $0. 004 = 


Total charge 
Sales under aluminum contract 
150,000 kilowatts 
360,000,000 kilowatt-hours primary energy. 
144,100,000 kilowatt-hours excess energy 
Primary energy charge 
264,000,000 kilowatt-hours X $0.006 
96,000,000 kilowatt-hours < $0.003 


Total 1, 872, 000 
Excess energy charge: 144,100,000 kilowatt-hours X$0.001 180, 125 


Total charge 





10.000 k 


O00 k 


, 59,200 kilowatts 
161,845,658 kilowatt 


ts$1.3512 


161, 845. 658 
86, 107, 200 


38, 458 & $0. 004 


35,878 kilowatts x 
5,382 kilowatts x 


g energy: 5,382 kilowatts 
, 2,916,800 kilowatt-hours» 
$0.0012 
Exeess energy 
$0.00125 


Excess pacity 75 kilowatts 


16,400,000 kilowatt-hours x 


kilowatts x 1.5200 


9,160,800 kilowatt-hours 


lelivered by companies. 161, 845, 658 
~ompensating to com- 
129, 160, 800 
hours purchased f 


32, 684, 858 X $0. 004 = 


revenue 


130, 


$1, 012, 091 
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Disposition of capacity and energy, 1957 


Installed Depend- Primary Secondary Dump 

Pr 7 capacity - able energy energy energy 
oject (kilo- capacity million (million million 
watts) kilo kilowatt- kilowatt- kilowatt- 

_— watts) hours hours hours 


son 000 140 
rfork 000 116 
Narrows , 400 18 
1! Shoals 5, 000 532 
Vhitney 3, 000 34 
Fort Gibson 250 
enkiller Ferry 34, , 000 
Blakely Mountain f 000 
ible Rock 000 
Keystone 5, 45, 000 


Subtotal : 650 
iles from Narrows 7. , 400 


Subtotal , 592, 250 
Sales from Wiittmey - _ ..-- 3, 000 


Subtotal 56, 59, 250 
Sales from Blakely Mountain 5, 000 


Subtotal . 250 

Diversity gain by integration 125 
Subtotal 

sles to Texas Power & Light Co 


Total integrated hydro 


Coonerative steam 
Central Electric Power Cooperative 5, 000 5, 000 
Western Electric Cooperative , 000 000 
Northwestern Electric Power Coop- 
erative 000 000 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative 000 30, 000 


Total = , 000 5, 000 


rotal steam and integrated hydro 744, 000 875 


Less losses (5 percent $7, 200 304 


Subtotal 706, 800 481 
iain due to diversity in demand 37, 200 5, 3904 
Subtotal 744, 000 27 875 
Sales over M. & A. Cooperative system 5, 000 5, 000 


Subtotal 000 
les under Oklahoma contract 000 


Subtotal 000 5 
s over integrated system 000 000 


Subtotal 000 R75 
s under aluminum contract 000 000 


Subtotal O00 
under cooperating Company contract 
Peaking capacity and energy 


Subtotal 
Excess enérgy 


Subtotal 
Excess capacity 
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Details of revenue, power costs, and service charges, 1957 


1. Sales from Narrows Dam: 
(a) Preferred customers, 5,000 kilowatts and 22,500,000 kilowatt-hours per 
year 
Demand charge: 5,000 kilowatts X$1.35x12= $81, 000 
Energy charge 
Kilowatt-hours total 22, 500, 000 
Kilowatt-hours included 12, 000, 000 


Kilowatt-hours excess 10, 500, 000 $0.004= 42, 000 


Total charge 123, 000 
(6) Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., $17,25012= _- 207, 000 


(¢ Total gross revenue $330, 000 
(d) Withdrawal credit 

Demand charge: 5,000 kilowatts «12$0.60 $36, 000 

Energy charge: 22,500,000 kilowatt-hours X$0.004 90, 000 


Total 126, 000 
(e) Service charge: 12,000,000 kilowatt-hours $0.001 = 12, 000 


rotal cost 138, 000 


(a Net revenue $192. 
Sales from Whitney Dam: Estimated value of energy 8 mills per kilowatt-hour, 88,800,000 
kilowatt-hours < $0.008 710 
3. Sale ym Blakely Mountain: Estimated value of energy 8 mills per kilowatt-hour, 131,500,000 
owatt-hours X $0.008 a 1, 052, 01 
»s to Texas Power & Light Co., per contract 696, 0 
Sales over M. & A. Electric Power Cooperative System, 15,000 kilowatts and 
67,665,000 kilowatt-hours per year 
Demand charge: 15,000 kilowatts X$1.35 X12 ‘ $243, 000 
Energy charg¢ 
Kilowatt-hours, total 67, 665, 000 
Kilowatt-hours included 36, 000, 000 


Kilowatt-hours, excess 31, 665, 000 X $0. 004 ee 126, 660 


Total charge 369, 66 
Service charge: 67,665,000 kilowatt-hours X$0.00125 ‘ 84, 581 


6. Sales under Oklahoma contract, 50,000 kilowatts and 120,000,000 kilowatt-hours 
(a) Sales to preferred customers: 50,000+ 1.65=30,303 kilowatts and 136,696,833 
kilowatt-hours 
Demand charge: 30,303 kilowatts X$1.3512______- 490, 908 
Energy charge 
Kilowatt-hours. total 136, 696, 833 
Kilowatt-hours included _ _ 72, 727, 200 
Kilowatt-hours, excess 63, 669, 633 < $0.004 i 255, 878 
‘Potal charge 746, 786 
(6) Sales to Oklahoma companies: 30,303 kilowatts<0.15=$4,545 kilowatts, 
4,545 kilowatts X$1.15X12 . 62, 712 
Total revenue 
Service charge and cost of energy 
(1) Service charge: Energy delivered by com- 
panies 136, 696, 833 X $0. 00125 = 170, 871 
Cost of energy 
Kilowatt-hours delivered by com- 
panies 136, 696, 833 
Kilowatt-hours delivered to companies. 120, 000, 000 


Kilowatt-hours purchased from com- 
panies 16, 696, 833 X$0. 004—= 


7. Sales over integrated system, 269,000 kilowatts and 1,213,500,000 kilowatt-hours: 
Demand charge: 269,000 kilowatts X$1.35X12 
Energy charge 
Kilowatt-hours, total 1, 213, 500, 000 
Kilowatt-hours included - _. 645, 600, 000 
Kilowatt-hours, excess 567, 000, 000X$0.004— 2,271, 600 
Total charge. _. 4 . 6, 629, 401 
8. Sales under aluminum contract: 
150,000 kilowatts 
360,000,000 kilowatt-hours primary energy 
162,300,000 kilowatt-hours excess energy 
Primary energy charge 
264,000,000 kilowatt-hours *$0.006 $1, 584, 000 
96,000,000 kilowatt-hours x $0.003 288, 000 
Total . 1,872,000 
Excess energy charge: 162,300,000 x $0.00125 202, 875 


Total charge... 2, 074, 875 





Disposition of capacity and energy, 1957— Continued 


Sales under cooperating companies contract 
243,875 kilowatts of peakingieapacity. 
585,300,000 kilowatt-hours primary energy 
164,100,000 kilowatt-hours excess energy 
16,125 kilowatts excess capacity 
(a) Sales to preferred custemers, 243,875 kilowatts+1.65= 147,803 
kilowatts and 666,739,333 kilowatt-hours 
Demand charge: 147,803 kilowatts<$1.35 12 
Energy charge: 
Kilowatt-hours total 664, 739, 333 


Kilowatt-hours included ._ 354, 727, 290 
Kilowatt-hours excess 312, 012, 133 $0.004 


lotal charge $3, (42, 456 
(b) Sales to cooperating companies 
(1) Capacity for purchase: 147,803 kilowatts0.15=22,170 
kilowatts— 22,170 kilowatts X$1.15x 12 $305, 046 
(2) Accompanying energy: 22,170 kilowattsx200«12 
53,208,000 kilowatt-hours X$0.00125 66, 510 
(3) Excess energy: 166,400,000 kilowatt-hours *$0.00125 208, 000 


Ps 


(4) Excess capacity: 16,125 kilowatts $0.55 12 106, 425 


Total.. sate 881 
Total revenue. . ; ‘ --- $4,829, 337 


t of 


(c) Service charge and cost of energy 
(1) Service charge: 147,803X1.5X200 hoursxX12 
532,089,600 kilowatt-hours X $0.00125 665, 112 
(2) Cost of energy; 
Kilowatt-hours delivered by companies. _ $666, 739, 333 
Kilowatt-hours compensating to compa- 
nies ‘ Bs 532, O89, 600 


Kilowatt-hours purchased from compa- 
nies. - 134, 649, 733 X $0. 004= 538, 599 
Total revenue. 16, 863, 170 
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Disposition of capacity and energy 1958 


Installed Depend- Primary | Secondary Dum] 

capacity able energy energy energy 
kilo- | Capacity (million (million | (millic 

kilo- kilowatt- | kilowatt- kilowatt 


watts | 
atts) watts hours) hours) hours 


Denison 105, 000 000 140 84.6 
N orfork 70, 000 000 116. 37.0 
Narrows 17, 000 | 2, 400 18 6.0 
Bull Shoals 240, 000 225, 000 532 30 
Whitney 30, 000 3, 000 3d 36 
Fort Gibson 73, 800 , 500 94. 6 63 
Tenkiller Ferry 34, 000 28, 000 60. 6, 


Blakely Mountain 75, 000 000 93 25 
Table Rock 126, 000 000 332 27. 
Keystone 45, 000 5, 000 75. 6 
Dardanelle 125, 000 25, 000 405 77 
Short Mountain 100, 000 000 264.7 


Subtotal , 040, 800 900 2, 166. § 
Sales from Narrows 17, 000 400 18. 

Subtotal , 023, 800 500 2, 148. § 
Sales from Whitney | 30, 000 23, 000 24 


Subtotal 993, 800 500 2, 113. 


Sales from Blakely Mountain 75, 000 000 93 


Subtotal 918, 800 500 2, 020. 4 
Diversity gain by integration 57, 250 202 


Subtotal 918, ). 750 9 999 


Sales to Texas Power & Light Co 52, 500 77 
Total integrated hydro 866, : 50, 250 2, 145 


Cooperative steam 
Central Electric Power Cooperative 15 , 000 
Western Electric Cooperative 30, 30, 000 
Northwestern Electric Power Cooper- 
ative 5 000 
Arkansas Electric Cooperative 30, 000 


Total ; , 000 


Total steam and integrated hydro : ) 250 
Less losses (5 percent b , 260 


Subtotal < , 235 990 


Gain due to diversity in demand , 065 , 260 


Subtotal 300 065, 250 
Sales over M. & A, Cooper \ 1 ' . 000 000 


Subtotal , 300 7, 250 


Sales under Oklahoma cont 000 55, 000 


Subtotal , 300 892, 250 
Sales over integrated system : 000 300, 000 


Subiotal . 300 592, 250 
Sales under aluminum contract 000 150, 000 


Subtotal 300 442, 250 
Sale under cooperating company contract 
Peaking capacity and energy , 250 442, 250 


Subtotal___._- 050 
Excess energy 


I initenesten ‘ 16, 050 
Excess capacity we : 16, 050 
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Details of revenue, 


fron 


Narrows 
Preferred 
year 
Demand 

Energ h 
Watt 

watt-h 


Dam 


ustomers (5,000 kilowatts and 22, 


harge: 5,000 kilowatts $1 
irge 
tt-hours total 
urs included 
Kilowatt-hour excess 
Potal charge 
Southwestern Gas & I 


lectri¢ Co 


Total gross revenue 
Withdrawal credit 
Demand charge 
Energ 


5.000 kilowatts 
22,500,000 kilowatt-hours x 


$0.60 12 


charge 


12.000.000 kilowatt-hours $0.001 


0 Net revenue 
mm Whitney D 
kilowatt-hour $0.008 
Sales from Blakely 
0) kilowatt-hours $9.008 
rexas Power & Light Co., per contract 
Sales over M. & A. Electric Power 
1,198,000 kilowatt-hours per yea 
Demand charge: 18,000 kilowatts X $1.35 X12 
Energy charge 
Kilowatts, total 
Kilowatt-hours included 


iles fr m (estimated value 


Sales to 


Cooperative 


Kilowatt-hours excess 


Total revenue 
Service charge 81,198,000 kilowatt-hours X $0.00125 
Sales under Oklahoma contract (55,000 kilowatts 
a) Sales to preferred customers 
150,365,163 kilowatt-hours per year 
Demand charge: 33,333 kilowatts 

Energy charge 
Kilowatt-hours, 
Kilowatt-hours 


< $1.35 12 


total 
neluded 


Kilowatt-hours excess 
Total charge oa 


to Oklahon 33,333 X.15 
watts X$1.15K12 


comy 


EGR) OVEN cntsnntccsttnesan 
ce charge and cost of energy 
Service charge 


watt-hours * $0. 00125 
Cost of energy 


Kilowatt-hours delivered by compa- 


nies 
Kilowatt-hours delivered to 


nies 


Kilowatt-hours purchased from 
300,000 kilowatt 


manic 
Sales over integrated svyste1 und 1 
Demand charge 00,000 
Energy charge 
Kilowatt-hours, 
K ilowatt-hours 


< $1.3 


total 
included 


Kilowatt-hours, excess 


Total charge 
1luminum contract (150,000 kilowatts 
energy, 2 500,000 kilowatt-hours excess energy) 
iry energy charge 
14,000,000 kilowatt-hours * $0.006 
96,000,000 kilowatt-hours X $0. 003 


im 


Total 


Excess energy charge: 251,500,000 kilowatt-hours 


rota) charge 


500,000 kilowatt-hours 


$0.004 


it energy 8 mills per kilowatt-ho 


Mountain (estimated value of energy 8 mills per kilowatt-hour 


syste 


(55,000 kilowatt+1.65 


5,000 kilowatts=5 


Energy delivered by companies 


com pa- 


power costs, and service charge s, 1958 


per 


22, 500, 000 
12, 000, 000 
10, 500, 000 $0.004 42 000 
123, 000 
000 


“YT 


$30, 000 


$6, OOO 
90, 000 


126. 000 
= 2, OOO 


$192, 000 

ur RS 800,000 
710, 400 

131,500,- 
1, 052, 000 
696, 00K 
i (18,000 kilowatts and 


$291. 600 
81, 198. 000 
43, 200, 000 
37, 998, 000 X $0. 004 = 151, 992 

443, 992 
$101, 497 


and 132,000,000 kilowatt-hours:) 


33,333 kilowatts and 


539, 994. 60 


150, 365, 163 
79, 999, 200 


70, 365, 963 $0. 004= 281, 463.85 
$21, 458. 00 
kilo- 


,000 
69, 000. 00 


150,365 


150, 365, 163 


132, 000, 000 


18, 365, 163 $0. 004 461 


353,300,000 kilowatt-hour 


4, 860, 000 


$53, 300, 000 
720, 000, 000 


633, 300, 000 $0. 004 = 


360,000,000 kilowatt-hours pri 


584, 000 
288, 000 


872, 000 


x $0.00125 
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Details of revenue, power costs, and service charges, 1958—Continued 


9. Sales under cooperating companies contract (442,250 kilowatts of peaking capacity, 
1,061,400,000 kilowatt-hours primary energy, 220,500,000 kilowatt-hours excess 
energy, 16,050 kilowatts excess capacity) 

(a) Sales to preferred customers 442,250 kilowatt-hours + 1.65= 268,030 kilowatts 
and 1,209,083,330 kilowatt-hours 
Demand charge: 268,030 $1.35 12= 
Energy charge 
Kilowatt-hours, total 1, 209, 083, 330 
kilowatt-hours included 643, 272, 000 


Kilowatt-hours excess ee 565, 811, 330 $0. 004 = 2, 263, 245 
rotal charge satin : 6, 605, 331 


(b) Sales to cooperating companies 
(1) Capacity for purchase: 268,030 kilowattsxX.15=40,204 kilowatts 
=40,204 killowatt X$1.15x12= “a . . 554, 815 
(2) Accompanying energy 40,204 kilowatts 200 12= 96,489,600 
kilowatt-hours $0. 90125 120, 612 
(3) Excess energy: 220,500,000 kilowatt-hours $0. 00125= 275, 625 


(4) Excess capacity: 16,050 kilowatts X$0. 55X12= k 105, 930 


} 


Total J Be 1, 056, 930 


otal revenue 


und cost of energy 
ce char 


urge: 268,030 1.5 200hours *12=964,908,000 kilowatt- 
ours X#®). 0012 $1, 206, 135 


‘ost of energy 


Kilowatt-hours delivered by companies 1, 209, 083, 330 

Kilowatt-hours compensating to companie 164, 908, 000 
Kilowatt-hours purchased from com- 

panies 244, 175, 330 $0. 004= 976, 701 
Total revenue, all sales 7 pane ccek: i 


Comparison of net revenue obtained by sale of 150,000 kilowatts and 30 million 
kilowatt-hours per month under proposed aluminum contract and proposed 
cooperating companies contract 


1. Sale under proposed aluminum contract 
Energy charge 
22,000,000 kilowatt-hours « $0.006 $132, 000 
8,000,000 kilowatt-hours & 20.003 aa 24, 000 


156, 000%12= $1, 872 
Average return per kilowatt-hour, 5.2 mills 
2. Sale under cooperating companies contract 
(a) Sales to preferred customers, 150,000 kilowatts+1.65=90,909 kilowatts 
and 34,181,785 kilowatt-hours 
Demand charge: 90,909 kilowatts X$1.35 
Energy charge 
Kilowatt-hour total 34, 181, 785 
Kilowatt-hour included 18, 181, 800 
Kilowatt-hour excess 15, 999, 985 $0.004__ 63, 999. 04 
Total charge ‘ $186, 727. 09 
(b) Sales to companies 
(1) Capacity for purchase: 90,909 kilowatts X0.15= 13,636 
kilowatts—13,636 kilowatts X$1.15 15, 681 
(2) Accompanying energy 13,636 kilowatts X 200= 
200 $0.00125_. . 8,409. 
Total revenue 19, 090. 40 
205, 817. 49 
(c) Service charge and cost of energy 
(1) Service charge 90,909 1.5=136,363 kilowatts 
136,363 < 200 = 27,272,600 kilowatt-hours—27,272,600 X 
$0.00125= $34, 090. 75 
(2) Cost of energy 
Kilowatt-hours delivered by 
companies 34, 181, 785 
Kilowatt-hours compensat- 
ing to companies 27, 272, 600 


Kilowatt-hours purchased 
from companies 6, 909, 185<$0.004= 27, 636.74 


Total cost .. 61,727.49 
Net monthly revenue ‘ 144, 090. 00 
Average return per kilowatt-hour, 4.81 mills 
Net annual revenue._-__. % ‘ 1, 729, 080 


Balance in favor of aluminum contract... . a soee — 5 142, 920 





CALCULATIONS 


talled capacity 
rage net head 
rage water capacity 
annual] water use 
Prime 
Capacity factor 
Total (1,625=0.9) 
Capacity factor 
tinuous capacity 
rage annual output 
Prime 
Total 


erage 


lled capacity 
ge net head 
erage water vapacity 
erage annual water use 
Prime 


Capacity factor... ‘ 


Total 
Capacity factor 
ntinuous capacity 
rage annual output: 
Prime 
Total 


ON 


DOWNSTREAM 
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BENEFITS FROM 


Regulation and power 


BLAKELY MOUNTAIN 


EXISTING CARPENTER 


erage annual benefit to Carpenter plant 


Prime. . 


Secondary 


Total benefit 


, 800. 
. 200, 


, 600, 


5, 900, 
2, SOO 


, 100, 


700, 
, 200, 


69, 500, 


PROJECT 


kilowatts 
feet 
cubic feet per second 


do 
percent 
cubic feet per second 
percent 
kilowatts 


million kilowatt-hours 


do 


PLAN 


kilowatts 
feet 
cubic feet per second 


do 
percent 
cubic feet per second 
percent 
kilowatt 


million-kilowatt-hours 
do 


000 kilowatt-hours 


O00 
000 


000 
000 


000 


000 
000 


000 


000 


kilowatt-hours 


at 3.75 mills 


kilowatt-hours 


kilowatt-hours 


kilowatt-hours 


kilowatt-hours 


kilowatt-hours at 1.09 m 


BLAKELY 


Initial 


42, 000 
73 | 
3, 470 


] 
] 


3 


| 


>r 


} 
| 
| 


13, 620 | 


Existing 


56, 000 


84 


9, 520 


4 
4 


( 
) 


1,819 
19.1 | 


9 


¢ 


24 


‘ 


¥3 


60 


> 
d 


MOUNTAIN 


Ultimate 


63, 000 
173 
5, 200 


1, 125 
21.6 
1, 460 
28. 1 
13, 620 


119.3 
154.9 


With 
Blakely 


56, 000 
84 
9, 520 


1, 413 
14.8 


1v.8 
8, 310 


79 
(2 


8 
¥6. 8 


$182, 250 


49, 500 


132, 750 
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Regulation and power— Continued 


EXISTING REMMEL PLANT 


Witt 


Existing Blake! 


Installed capacity kilowatts 9, 300 
A verage net head feet 49 
Average water capacity cubic feet per second 2,710 
Average annual water use 
Prime do 470 
Capacity factor percent 17.3 
Total cubic feet per second , 218 
Capacity factor percent 44.9 
Continuous capacity kilowatts 1, 610 
Averace annual output 


Prime million kilowatt-hours 14.1 
Total do 36. 6 
Average annua! benefit to Remmel plant 
Prime 44, 100,000 kilowatt-hours 
14. 100, 000 


30, 000, 000 kilowatt-hours, at 3.75 mills 


Secondary 57, 100.000 kilowatt-hours 
. 100. 000 


3,000, 000 kilowatt-hours 


. 900, 000 kilowati-hours 
, 100, 000 


2, 500,000 kilowatt-hours 
, 500, 000 kilowatt-hours, at 1.09 mills 


Total benefit 


Exutsit No, 2 


DISCUSSION AND COMPARISON OF TWO PLANS OF DISPOSING OF POWER AND PNERGY 
FROM THE MULTIPLE-PURPOSE PROJECTS IN THE SOUTHWEST AREA UNDER Con 
TROL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY AND DELIVERED TO THE SECRETARY O01 
THE INTERIOR FOR DISPOSITION 


In general, there are two plans for the disposition of the hydroelectric energy 
produced at multiple-purpose projects under the control of the Department of the 
Army in the Southwest area after same has been turned over to the Secretary of 
the Interior (Southwestern Power Administration) for disposition. 

Plan No. I provides for the purchase through the continuing fund of steam 
power produced by steam plants built at Anadarko, Okla.; Missouri City, Mo 
and Chamois, Mo.: which plants have a tetal installed capacity of 85,000 kilo 
watts. 

Under this plan, Southwestern Power Administration would buy the entire 
output on an 85 percent load-factor basis of steam power produced by these three 
generating and transmission cooperatives’ powerplants. Further, the tenerating 
and transmission cooperatives would construct and during the vear 1954 lease to 
Southwestern Power Administration a total of 2.862 miles of 69,000- and 154,000 
volt transmission lines. These lines would be turned over and delivered to the 
Southwestern Power Administration in their entiretv. and Southwestern Powe 
Administration would operate and maintain these lines iust as if it owned them 
outright. and would pay to the generating and transmission cooneratives suffi 
cient moneys to pay interest on the invested capital in the lines, and to amortize 
the investment in the lines over a neriod of 40 vears. Furthermore, Southwestern 
Power Administration has the right to purchase the transmission lines at any 
time by paying the cooneratives the unamortized balance then existing on the 
lines At the end of the 40-vear reriod Southwestern Power Administration 
wonld acauire full ownership of the lines by the nayment of $10 

The private electric utility comnanies onerating in the Southwest have attacked 
the legality of contracts of this character by 2 lawsuits. The first of these svits 
was one which arose in Arkansas against the Arkansas Electric Cooperative 
Corp., who asked for a certificate of convenience and necessity from the Arkansas 
Public Service Commission of the State of Arkansas (under Arkansas law) for 
the construction of a 30,000-kilowatt steam generating electric nlant. and 544 
miles of 69 kilovolt transmission lines to be turned over lock, stock. and harre! 
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he Southwestern Power Administration. The Arkansas Public Service Com 
ssion of the State of Arkansas on August 11, 1951, decided by a 2-to-1 vote in 
or of the cooperative The companies immediately appealed to the circuit 
rt of Pulaski County, which reviewed the findings of the commission and 
ersed the commission by court order issued on March 5, 1952 An injunction 
is issued by that court against further steps of the generation and transmission 
perative. The generation and transmission cooperative appealed the matter 
njunction to the Arkansas Supreme Court, which court sustained the lower 
urt as to the injunctive relief. The generation and transmission cooperative 
n appealed the adverse action of the lower court on the certificate itself 1 
e Arkansas Supreme Court Exhaustive briefs were filed by the lawyers for 
ooperative and by the legal staff of the companies, headed by Mr. Richard 
Arnold, general attorney of Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., on the part of 
e companies. The case was heard on oral argument on January 26, 1953, 
fore 6 of the 7 judge court (Justice Milwee absent on account of illness in a 
ospital), and was taken under advisement by that court. On February 23, 1053 


Arkansas Supreme Court handed down a unanimous decision in which the court 
ided that the actions of the Southwestern Power Administration and Rural 
Klectrification Administration were illegal: (1) Under the laws of the State of 
(Arkansas, for the reason that under Arkansas law rural electric cooperatives can 
stribute and sell power and energy to their members only, and further defines 
mbers as natural persons or corporations, who would contract with the coop 
itives for the purchase of electric power and energy for use consumptively by 

h narty or as other cooperatives similarly formed under the acts of the State 

f Arkansas. Clearly, Southwestern Power Administration could not be a men 
er of a rural electric cooperative under Arkansas law. The court then proceeded 
further to declare these contracts illegal under the national law (only 6 justices 
made this finding, a Mr. Justice MceFaddin did not join with the remainder of 
the court in deciding the Federal ground, since it was his view that the State 
round had already disposed of the case and it was not necessary to go to the 
Federal ground). The court findings on this point follows: 

To sum up our discussion of the Federal law, Congress has in no fewer than 
e wiys expressed its belief that SPA’s proper function is to sell hydropower 
n wholesale quantities rather than to sell at retail by the integration of steam 
power, First, the dams were originally approved upon the assumption that the 
current would be marketed as peaking power, which is necessarily a transaction 
at wholesale. Second, the Flood Control Act refers only to hydropower and 
specifically directs that the sales be in wholesale quantities. Third, when SPA 
proposed a comprehensive plan for the construction of steam plants, Congress 
rejected the proposal Opposed to this settled legislative policy is only the sug 
gestion that by creating the continuing fun! Congress meant to enable SPA to 
purchase steam-generated electricity and thereby to become a vendor of firm 
power. It is perfectly clear, however, that the appropriations to the continuing 
fund have been intended to permit SPA to perform its wheeling contracts and 
not represent a departure from the policy implicit in the permanent legisla- 
on. We are not convinced that Congress by the approval of appropriation 
measures which are effective for only a year has thereby decided to authorize 
the expenditure of the continuing fund for purposes completely at variance with 
t general laws.” 

“We conclude that the SPA-Arkansas Electric contracts are contrary to Federal 
aw as well as to our own Act 342. The judgment of the circuit court is accord 
ngly affirmed.” 

In a’dition to the Arkansas lawsuit, which has already been decided, there 
s pending in the Distriet Court of the District of Columbia a second suit, brought 
by the 12 electric utility companies operating in Missouri against the Secretary 

the Interior, Secretary of Agriculture, Secretary of the Treasury, Adminis 
trator of the Rural Electrification Administration, and the Administrator of the 
Southwestern Power Administration. This suit is styled Kansas City Power & 
Light Company et al., Plaintiffs, v. Osear 1 Chapman, Secretary of the Interior, 
tal., Defendants. Civil Action No, 4276-50 

Briefs have been filed and the case has been argued along the same lines as 
he Arkansas case. It is now pending in the District Court of the District of 
Columbia and should be decided by that court within the near future 
In the proceedings before the District Court of the District of Columbia dur 
x the week of October 12, 1952, Mr. D. G. Wright. Administrator of South 
vestern Power Administration, filed as an exhibit to his testimony voluminous 
gures in an exhibit entitled “Revised Cost of Southwestern Power Administra- 
on’s Proposed Operations, 1952-58." The exhibit was designated as “Exhibit A” 
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to the testimony of Mr. Wright. The results given for plan No. I in the follow 
ing statements are derived from his exhibit A, and are identical with figures in 
exhibit A with the exception that amortization of the power facilities in the 
hydrodams is reflected on the basis of 50-year life as established by the Federal} 
Power Commission with 3 percent interest as established by law, and transmis 
sion charges are based on a 40-year life as provided by the Federal Power Con 

mission and 3 percent interest as provided by law. 

Under plan No. I, the Southwestern Power Administration has, for the year 
1954 available for disposition power and energy from multiple-purpose projects 
therein, listed a total of 773,800,000 kilowatt-hours of firm energy from hydro 
sources. Also, it acquires and has full disposal of 655,900,000 kilowatt-hours of 
firm steam energy from its purchases from G. & T. cooperatives. The study 
shows by the sale of this power and energy under plan No, I that a gross revenue 
will accrue to Southwestern Power Administration of $8,696,558. The costs of 
operation with slight corrections due to the proper number of years of amortiza 
tion and proper interest charges on power facilities are shown as $12,304,779, 
resulting in a net loss to the Government, i. e. taxpayers, of $3,608,221 for the 
year. This loss will be covered up by the appropriation of $5,650,000 asked from 
the continuing fund for fiscal 1954. 

Under plan No. II, all power and energy is sold at the bus bars or from existing 
transmission lines of the Government extending from multiple-purpose projects to 
the interconnected and integrated companies now serving more than 90 percent 
of all users in the four-State area. No steam power is purchased by the Federa 
Government, and no transmission lines are leased in their entirety by the Gov 
ernment. Companies would deliver power and energy for Government's account 
to certain preferred customers of the Governinent if Government so desires, but 
this expense would fall on the preferred customer receiving service and not 
the Government 

Under this plan, Government would receive a gross revenue from sales to the 
companies of $6,204,178. The cost to the Government for production of power 
and energy in multiple-purpose projects, including amortization over a 50-year 
period with interest at 3 percent with cost of ape pens and operating Go 
ernment’s transmission lines already constructed and amortization of same over 

period of 40 years, would be $5,649,216. This would leave a net of $554,962 
after all expenses for Government under plan No. Il (without any direct competi 
tion with companies and without involving the Department of the Interior (SPA 
and the Department of Agriculture (REA) in what probably will be decided as 
an illegal action). Thus it will be shown by the attached tables that a dire 

le to the companies as envisioned in the Southwestern Power Administration 
Texas Power & Light Co. contract, Southwestern Power Administration-Okla 
homa companies contract, Narrows Dam contract, and the proposed M-5—-R draft 
of contract would save the taxpayers of America in 1954 the amount of $4,1638,1%: 
over the G. & T. cooperatives-Southwestern Power Administration plan. 


DeTAILs PLAN No. ] 


TasLe A.—Technical data on multiple-purpose projects in the Southwest in operation 
for the year 1954 with the exception of one-half of Denison Dam (this one-ha 


/ 


being sold to the Texas eee & Light Co. intrastate), and Whitney Dam, whic! 
is an isolated dam in Texas, and will be sold separately 


| 
Prime | Avemes 


energy energy 


Capacity 7 | 
pap (million (million | 

| 

ita 


kilowatts 


Power in 
vestme! 


Project 
kilowatt- | kilowatt- 
hours) hours) _ 


Denison (14 35, 000 70.0 133. ! $6, 664, 750 
Norfork 70, 000 116.0 172. 12, 750, 000 
Narrows 17, 000 18.4 27. 2, 883, 00K 
Bull Shoals _. 160, 000 414.4 568. 36, 490, 000 
Fort — 49, 200 94.6 190. 14, 465, 000 
Ten Killer 34, 000 60.4 102. 10, 185, 000 


Total 365, 200 773.8 3. f 83, 437, 75 


Norte.—Figures in col. 1 above are from table 6, exhibit A, SPA; figures in cols. 2 and 3 are from table | 
exhibit A, SPA; figures in col. 4 are from table 6, exhibit A, SPA. 





TaBLE B.—Production costs for dams of table A for the year 1954 


A mortiza- 
tion and 
interest 


Operating j 
costs 


Replace- 


Project ments 


Total 


$259, 
495, 
112, 
1, 418, 


059 
593 
062 
366 


OF 
20 


, 891 


$75, 000 
140, 000 
60, 000 
150, 000 
100, 000 
40, 000 


$35, 000 
70, 000 
17, 000 
160, 000 
44, 200 
+4, 000 


on (44) 
lk 
ows 
Shoals 
Gibson 


Killer 


$369, 059 
705, 593 
189, 062 

1, 728, 366 
711, 454 
469, 891 


» OOF 
» 225 


Total 565, 000 5, 200 4, 173, 425 


ITE Figures for amortization are taken at 3.887 percent (3 percent interest and 50 years 
e investment figures given by Southwestern Power Administration in table A. Other fi 
6, exhibit A, SPA 

mortization and interest are prescribed by law. 
C. 485h (« 


amortization) 
gures are from 


See act of Aug. 4, 1939, par. 9 (c) 53 Stat. 1187-1194, 43 


PaABLE C Annual costs of transmission lines, including (a) rentals of trans 


ssion facilities of G. & T. cooperatives in their entirety; and (b) amortization 


of Federal investment in transmission lines; and (c) operation and replacements of 
both SPA (Federal) and G. & T. cooperative systems 


Miles | 
of Investment 


line 


A mortiza- 
tion and 
interest 


Operation 
and main 
tenance 


Rentals 


ystem $18. 707. 315 $229 
DY. 


perati 29. 799. 000 $1, 431, 000 


686, 880 


rotal 


48. AOE 


TOTAL TRANSMISSION COSTS FOR YEAR 


Rentals —- wibduiei iain 
Amortization and interest 
Operation and maintenance 
Replacements -- 


Total 


Rentals are on per mile, which 
tions, and associated equipment owned by the 
ed-payment plan to the SPA for 40 years 
rest and amortizatior re figured on 40 years 
items are taken from exhibit A, table 8, SPA, 


based $500 includes 


G. & T. 


rental of trans 
cooperatives, but lea 
with interest 


at percent 


Parte D. innual costs of service charges or wheeling charges for use 
of others on a per kilowatt-hour transported basis for 


per kilowatt-hour 


lines 
year 1954 at 1% mills 


of 


Oklahoma 


courpanies 


M 


and A Electric Power Cooperative 


Cooperating companies, M—5-—-R 


$129, 860 
39, 500 
96, 951 


Total 
NOTR. 


paineiennvn 266, 3 


11 


These figures are from table 9, exhibit A, SPA 
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purchased from generating and transmission cooperat 


19 


4 


Central F $679, 500 


Northwest ect 1, 800, 000 
Western Electr MH} 1, OOR, S82 


Total 5 3, 488, S82 


These 1 re tal fr table 10, ex! tA,SPA 


TAsLe F.—-Other expenses of operation for the SPA for year 


General administration 
Power marketing 


Total 
taken from table 9, exhibit A, SPA 


TABLE G.—Summary of expenses as shown in tables B to F, inclusive 


Table B, production costs in multiple-purpose dams $4, 175 
Table C, cost of operation and rental of transmission lines 3, O41 
Table D, wheeling charges 
Table E, cost of power (steam) purchased from G. & T. Coopera 
tives 3, 488, : 
1 


Table F, general Administration and Power Marketing 


Total costs for SPA, 1954 


TABLE H Gross revenues expected by SPA for 1954, as shown in table 


1, SPA 


Sale to Southwestern Gas & Electric Co. at Narrows Dam 
Sales over lines to M. & A. Electric Cooperative 

Sales under Oklahoma companies contract 

Sales over Government-owned or leased facilities 

Sales under Arkansas Power & Light Co.-Reynolds contract 


Sales over lines of cooperating companies 
Total gross revenue, year 1954 
RECAPITULATION 
Costs of operation (table G) : : $12, 304, 


Sales by SPA, 1954 (table H)- a . 8, 696, 


Net loss to government 3, 608, 22 
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Deraits Pitan No. Il 
ysis of operations if power and enerqy is sold at the bus b or from existing 
Government transmission lines 


enue to the Government if power and energy from one-half of Denison Dam 
d Norfork, Narrows, Bull Shoals, Fort Gibson, and Ten Killer Dams were 
old at the bus bars to the integrated and interconnected companies in the area 


Kilowatt firm peaking is arrived a iding millions of kilowatt-hours of firm-peaking energy by 
ours (200 hours per month 


PRESENT VALUE OF POWER AND ENERGY AT BUS BARS 


Firm peaking capacity 


$13. 80 per kilowatt-year. 
Excess capacity 


$6. 00 per kilowatt-year 
\ll energy per kilowatt-hou 1.25 mills per kilewatt-hour. 


POTAL REVENUES TO GOVERNMENT IF SOLD TO COOPERATING COMPANIES 

irm peaking, 322,317 kilowatts at $13.80 $4, 449, 355. 00 
xcess capacity, 42,785 kilowatts at $6.00 ‘ 256, 6938. 0O 
nergy, 1,198,500,000 kilowatt-hours at 1.25 mills 1, 498, 125. 00 


Total revenue 


6, 204, 178. 00 


Operating erpenses to Government under plan of sales at bus bars 


peration of dams 
terest and amortization on investment in power 
teplacements 


es expenses, Southwestern Power Administration 


Total 
These figures are taken from exhibit A, SPA 


if Government (SVA) continues to operate and maintain, amortize, including 


terest on present (1954) Government facilities, amounting to $18,707,315, the 
st to Government would then be increased as follows: 


Interest and amortization 
peration and maintenance 
Replacements 


$809, 278 
‘220, 440 
LS7, O73 


Transmission cost of present facilities , 225, 791 


hese figures are taken from exhibit A, SPA. 


Total cost to Government 


operating expenses (including interest and amortization) 


on 
daimns 


insmission expenses (including interest and 


ines 


amortization) on 


Total cost to Government of plan II 





SUMMARY 


Comparison of plan I and plan II 


Pian I—SPA buys steam power from G. and T. Cooperatives and lease-purchasing 
their transmission lines over 40 years: 

Cost of plan 2 cable celktt : $12, 304, 779. 00 

Revenue from plan_--__- : 8, 696, 558. 00 


Loss to Government___-_ ' Reet ‘ =e 3, 608, 221. 00 


Plan II—Sale to cooperating companies: 
Cost to Government for production 5, 649, 216. 00 
Revenue from sales to companies______- 6, 204, 178. 00 


Net to Government___- 554, 962. 00 


Difference in favor of sale at bus bars or from existing Govern- 
ment lines to companies__- 4, 163, 183. 00 


Mr. Jensen. Before you leave the stand, I would like to have in 
serted in the record at this point the total amount that all the com 
panies here represented paid in local, State, and Federal taxes for 
actual 1951, for 1952, and your estimate for 1953 and your estimate 
for 1954, and separate them into the amount paid in local taxes, the 
amount paid in State taxes, and the amount paid in Federal taxes. 

Mr. Wirxes. I will have Mr. Custer, our executive director of 
Southwest Power Pool, to furnish that. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


A. LIST OF SYSTEMS WHICH WERE REQUESTED TO SUPPLY CERTAIN DATA FOR THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE FROM WHICH THIS SUMMARY BEPORT HAS BEEN COMPILED 


Systems and locations 


St. Joseph Light & Power Co., St. Joseph, Mo. 
Kansas City Power & Light Co., Kansas City, Mo. 
Missouri Public Service Co., Warrensburg, Mo. 
Missouri Power & Light Co., Jefferson City, Mo. 
Missouri Edison-Co., Louisiana, Mo. 

Missouri Utilities Co., Cape Girardeau, Mo. 

The Empire District Electric Co., Joplin, Mo. 

The Kansas Power & Light Co., Topeka, Kans. 
Kansas Gas & Electric Co., Wichita, Kans. 
Arkansas-Missouri Power Co., Blytheville, Ark. 
Arkansas Power & Light Co., Little Rock, Ark. 
Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., Shreveport, La. 
Gulf States Utilities Co., Beaumont, Tex. 

Central Louisiana Electric Co., Alexandria, La. 
Louisiana Power & Light Co., New Orleans, La. 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co., Oklahoma City, Okla. 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma, Tulsa, Okla. 


Systems service area by States 


Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, east Texas, eastern Kansas, and State of 
Missouri except St. Louis area. This report does not include Mississippi Power 
& Light Co., or New Orleans Public Service, Inc., and includes only that part of 
east Texas served by Southwestern Gas & Electric Co. and Gulf States Utilities Co. 
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R. TAXES: ACTUAL FOR 1951 AND 1952, ESTIMATED FOR 1953 AND 1954 


Kind of taxes 1951 1952 1953 1954 


$17, 693, 313 $19, 977, 822 $22, 768, 279 $25, 252, 427 
3, 934, 858 4, 440, 034 5, 7 5, 368, 138 
36, 500, 904 40, 933, 850 , 251, 5O, 526, 769 


58, 129, 075 65, 351, 706 76, 033, 702 81, 147, 334 


C. RURAL COVERAGE 
1. Electric service in rural areas: It is estimated that the actual coverage of 
electric service within the service areas of the electric companies listed in this 
report and whose service areas exceed over 98 percent of this southwest area 
s 93.4 percent. 
2. Rural customers: The total number of rural customers of the electric com- 
panies listed in this report are 474,333. 


D. SYSTEM GROWTH (ACTUAL 1935 THROUGH 1950, ESTIMATED 1955-60) 


In showing the system growth of the electric companies of this southwest 
area, we show both the expansion of production capability and the maximum 
hourloads in 5-year steps beginning 1935 and extending through 1960. 


[Thousands of kilowatts] 


Actual Estimated 
Item | 
4 | 1935 | 1940 1945 95 1955 


—— | 


| 
oduction capability 1,181 | 1, 469 787 3, OF 5, 645 7, 387 
stem’s load (maximum hour) 7 947 , 6% 2, 6% 581 6, 499 


Reserve . . 473 522 1, 064 SSS 


Mr. Wrixes. Our next witness is Mr. Walter Gesell. 

Mr. JeNnseN. All right, Mr. Gesell. 

Mr. Grsett. My name is Walter B. Gesell, Oklahoma City, Okla., 
vice president in ¢ -harge of operations of the Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Co. This statement supplements the statement by Mr. Frank Wilkes 
of the Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., concerning the continuing 
fund of the Southwestern Power Administration. My statement will 
cover only the workings of the so-called Oklahoma contract with the 
Southwestern Power Administration, and will show that there is no 
need of the continuing fund for the purposes of the successful 
operation of this contract. 


CONTINUING FUND 


Mr. Jensen. Right at that point, allow me to interrupt you. I 
should have asked this question before, but it is just as proper to ask 
it now. 

Will the Southwest Power Administration be required to pay a 
wheeling charge or to purchase any power from any of the private 
utilities here represented in fiscal 1954? If so, how much would you 
estimate ? 

Mr. Wixxkes. I will have to check the other companies. On ours, 
we will not have to pay it. When the Narrows contract arose, we 
paid $207,000 per year for power under it, and that is credited against 
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that wheeling charge of about $12,000 for wheeling power to coopera 
tives in Texas, but it is not. a money transaction, and the mone y is neve 
taken out of the Treasury of the United States. 

It does not fall in that e ategory. 

Mr. Jensen. How is it handled / 

Mr. Wiikes. The Government has a bill which shows up here for 
one-twelfth of S207,000, $17,000 or whatever it comes to, and credits 
against it where power and energy is delivered to cooperatives at 
60 cents a kilowatt, plus 4 mills, and carrying charges for so many 
kilowatt-hours delivered to cooperatives over the lines of the com 
panes. The result IS the balance W hich we pay. 

The money which we pay does not come from hydro. It comes fron 
the excess power which we furnish to the cooperatives. The Govern- 
ment takes it from the cooperative here and hands it to us. There is 
no financial transaction to the Treasury of the United States, and we 
always owe the Government much more than they owe us. 

Mr. Jensen. Is that true of the other companies here represented / 

Mr. Wirkrs. Well 

Mr. Gesevt. It is not: I think ny paper shows how much. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. Mr. Gesell. 

Mr. Gesett. The Oklahoma contract is a contract jointly negotiate: 
Letween the Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. and Public Service Co. of 
Oklahoma on one side, and the Southwestern Power Administration 
on the other. This contract. was executed on July 13, 1950, and was 

a nen by the Federal Power Commission on Febru: iv 6, 1951. It 
nt into full force and effect in April 1951. This contract was 
psa after lengthy negotiations. 

It provides a workable basis for efficient ut ilization ot the Govern 
ment’s peaking hydroelectric power, together with an arrangement 
under which preference customers of the Government can be served 
from the lines of the companies, so that the waste of duplicate Gover 
ment transmission lines can be avoided. 

The principles involved in the contract are necessarily in accordance 
with the interpretation by the Southwestern Power Administration, 
and by the then Secretary of the Interior, of the meaning of section 5 
of the » lood ( ‘ontrol Act of 1944, Otherw ise, no contract could have 
been consummated. 

Under the Oklahoma contract, the companies, each in its respective 
territory, serve preference customers of the Government from their 
own systems. All facilities down to the metering point, include 
metering facilities, are furnished by the companies. Maintenance, 
repairs, and meter testing and reading are carried on by the company 
involved in exactly the same way as if the Government’s customer 
were the company’s customer. 

Mr. Jensen. Would that mean you serve power down to your pre 
ference customers which does not necessitate a wheeling charge against 
the Southwestern Power Administration / 

Mr. Gesetit. There is a charge. There is a charge which IT think 
I explain in the next paragraph. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. Go ahead then. 

Mr. Geseti. The company involved does not render a bill to the 
customer. It sends the readings of the customer’s meter to the Gov 
ernment, and the Government renders its own bill to the customer. 
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Phis is the only difference from the relation that exists between the 
ompany and any one of its own customers. 

Under the contract, the Government, in return for this service on the 
art of the companies, delivers to the companies an amount of power 
equal to 1.65 times the demand required by the Government customers 
-erved from the companies’ systems. This power Is scheduled as 
eaking power at times when it is most useful to the companies’ re- 
ulrements. 

Phe Government also furnishes to the companies, in connection with 
he power deliveries, energy amounting to 330 kilowatt-hours per 

lowatt of demand of the Government’s customers. 

If Government's customers take more than this amount of energy, 
ompanies are paid for the additional energy supplied by them at 

mills per kilowatt-hour. It will be noted that the Government. is 
furnishing to the companies 0.65 kilowatt of power above that taken 

vy the Government’s customers. 

Of this quantity, 0.15 of a kilowatt is paid for by the companies at 
ie rate of $1.15 per kilowatt-month. The other 0.5 kilowatt of powe1 

not charged for in money, but is part of the compensation to the 
olpanies for rendering service to the Government’s customers. 

As additional compensation to the companies for providing the 
acilities needed for ser ing the Government’s customers, the Govern- 
nent pays to the companies 1.25 mills per kilowatt-hour of energy 
elivered to the Government’s customers. 

There is your wheeling charge 

It can be seen from the foregoing that charges back and forth by 
ie Government and the companies occur under the contract. In one 
irection, the Government is obligated to pay the companies 1.25 mills 

r kilowatt-hour of energy delivered to the customers. In the other 
lirection, the companies are obligated to pay the Government $1.15 per 
silowatt per month for a fraction of the power which the Government 
lelivers to them. 

If this were the whole story, it could be inferred that, as a result 
f the extensive services rendered by the companies to the Govern- 
inent’s customers, the net balance of payments would be from the 

Government to the companies. It is important, however, to mention 
ere other sources of revenue to the Government under the contract. 

Under section 3.2 of the contract, it is recognized that the Govern- 
ent will have power in excess of that required to fulfill its obliga- 

tions under the earlier described features of the contract, and that this 
power can be solad to the companies. It is also recognized that from 
time to time the Government will have excess hydroelectric energy 
vhich Cali likew ise be sold tothe companies. 

The rate provided for the sale of excess power is 4.5 cents per 
ilowatt per day, and for excess energy 1.25 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
lhe Government can, therefore, easily augment its revenues from the 
ompanies under the contract by selling them excess power and excess 
vdroelectric energy. 

It should be mentioned here that. each month these billings bac and 
forth between the companies and the Government are ne tted + j . e@., the 
bill in one direction is offset by the bill in the other direction, so that 
payment is simply on the net amount due one party or the other. This 
procedure is explained fully in article VI of the contract. 

30432—53— pt. 4- 32 





496 


Supporting our position that the continuing fund is not necessary 
to the successful operation of the Oklahoma contract, I should like to 
present figures for a recent 12-month period, i. e., the year ende« 
ebruary 28, 1953. At the end of this period the 2 Ollahoma com 
panies were furnishing service for the Government to 6 rural electric 
cooperative corporations, 12 municipal distribution systems, and 1 
military establishment. 

The total contract demands of these customers reached a maximum 
of 18,475 kilowatts, which required capacity to be scheduled by the 
Government to the companies of 30,484 kilowatt-hours, and energy 
deliveries for the year of 64,300,000 kilowatt-hours. 

It was necessary for the companies, from their own resources, to 
furnish about 7,600,000 kilowatt-hours for the 12-month period to 
fulfill the a ments of Government’s customers in excess of deliv 
eries by the Government to the companies. Very little excess capacity 
of value was tendered to the companies by the Government, and there 
fore the excess energy also was an insignificant quantity. 

For the period considered, the net bills were in the direction of pay- 
ments by the Government to the companies, totaling $70,466. It is 
assumed that this money came from the continuing fund of the Gov 
ernment. However, if the continuing fund had not existed, this pay 
ment could have been eliminated by the companies’ acceptance of and 
vayment for power and energy which, under normal conditions, could 
ave been tendered by the Government. 

Normal conditions did not exist during the year 1952, in that during 
most of this time energy was available for delivery by the Govern 
ment to the companies only from the Denison project. The Denison 
Dam is one of the poorer hydroelectric developments of the Govern- 
ment, and in this particular year, due to an extended and severe 
drought and the need for satisfying certain emergency power demands 
in Texas, little excess power and hydroelectric energy was available 
from it. 

Commencing soon, the Fort Gibson and the Tenkiller Ferry projects 
will be producing hydroelectric power and energy for the Government 
and can be used in supplying the requirements under the Oklahoma 
contract. 

During the fiscal year of 1954 there should be no difficulty in supply 
ing to the Oklahoma companies sufficient excess power ‘and hydro- 
electric energy from these projects, so that no payments by the Gov 
ernment to companies would be required. In fact, a sizable net pay 
ment to the Government could be produced if desired. To be more 
specific, on the basis of the uses of the Government customers during 
the 12-month period mentioned, the additional excess power and 
Energy required to eliminate the need for payments under the Okla- 
homa contract out of the continuing fund would represent only 6 
percent of that available in a low-water year from the Tenkiller Ferry 
and Fort Gibson projects. This is only 4,000 kilowatts with accom 
panying energy. 

I should like to say that my statement has been developed in con 
sultation with officers of the Public Service Co. of Oklahoma. who are 
not here and they subscribe to what T have presented here. 

Mr. Witxes. I would like to add to that: The Texas Power & 
Light Co. was signed on April 4, 1947. That is 6 years ago. They 
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had this continuing fund back there under Public Law 216 which is 
available to them for taking care of emergencies, and so forth. It had 
never been necessary under the Texas contract to take one penny 
out of that continuing fund and there is no necessity for it now. 

We are going to urge on you to do away with the continuing fund 
as a temptation to these people to do evil. It is not necessary. 

Mr. Jensen. What position will the private utilities be in should 
you find, in fiscal year 1954, that a continuing fund to pay charges, for 
the purchase of energy, is necessary ¢ 

Mr. Witxes. The continuing fund we do not think is necessary. 
The money that the Government gets is more than what they sell for 
at the dam, what they have to turn into the Tre vasury of the United 
States. For the service that we render they always have extra money 
to trade with us on. 

CONTINUING FUND NOT NEEDED 


Mr. Jensen. Then can the Congress depend on this fact: There will 
be no interruption in power flow through your entire grid system, 
composed of private power, REA power, should the company see fit 
to eliminate the continuing fund entirely ? 

Mr. Grseti. So far as the Oklahoma companies are concerned, we 
agree to that. 

Mr. Witkes. And we are the only other company hers represented 
that has contracts. You are speaking for both of them, and I am 
speaking for mine. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Here is what I am trying to ascertain by these ques- 
tions: Would we be put in a very bad light—I mean the Congress of 
the United States and this committee—should we delete entirely the 
continuing fund, and then learn that there had been controversy re- 
garding this exchange of power to the end that power had been denied 
to someone in your area, who was entitled to power; most of them are, 
most everybody is. 

Mr. Wixkes. As far as the Norris Dam is concerned, I can give you 
the unequivoc al answer that nobody will be deprived of power for not 
having the continuing fund. 

Mr. Jensen. I propound that question to all of you here present, 
and if all of you agree to the statement that Mr. Wilkes has just 
made, then you need not speak up, but if you disagree, and feel that 
there is some danger in not appropriating money for this contingent 
fund, then I want to hear from you. 


(Note.—With respect to this discussion, and in reply to a later request of 
Mr. Jensen, the following letter, dated April 6, 1953, was received:) 


APRIL 6, 1953. 
SURCOMMITTEE OF COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
(Attention Hon. Ben F. Jensen, Member of Congress, chairman.) 
GENTLEMEN : As representative of the electric utility companies in the South- 
west area appearing before your committee on Tuesday afternoon, March 31, 
1953, which companies are listed below, we hereby officially request your com- 
mittee in all fairness to the companies and the efforts of many of them to nego 
tiate contracts with the Southwestern Power Administration, Department of the 
Interior, in the service areas of the companies, that all appropriations requested 
from the continuing fund for rental of transmission lines, for payments under 
wheeling contracts, and for purchase of steam electric power be eliminated from 
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this year’s appropriation, and that the continuing-fund language be changed to 
agree with the wording of the Southeastern Power Administration's appropria 
tion for last year (i. e., “to provide for emergencies and continuity of service’ 
the sum of $50,000 per annum), as requested in the statement of Frank M. Wilkes 
before your committee on Tuesday afternoon, March 31, 1953 

If this is done, we hereby make the unequivocal statement that no individual, 
ooperative, or municipality now receiving service in the Southwest area covered 

these companies will have any disruption to his or to its electrical service 
uring fiscal year 1954 by reason of the withdrawal of the appropriations from 
the continuing fund. The Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. and the Public Service 
Co. of Oklahoma are now operating under an agreement with Southwestern Power 
Administration made under date of July 13, 1950, and the remaining companies, 
whose names are listed below, will diligently pursue the negotiations with South 
western Power Administration, and will use their best efforts to work out ai 
honest and fair result of such negotiations which will protect the interest of the 
preferred customers of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, as it now exists 

ibject, of iy to any amendatory action of the Congress, as well as the 
nterests of the United States Government, its taxpayers, and the private electri 
lity companies involved 
Yours very truly, 
FRANK M. WILKES, 
Chairman, Ewcccutive Group of Electric Utility Companies Appearing 
Before Your Committee on Mareh 31, 1958 
t of companies: Arkansas Missouri Power Co., Arkansus Power & Light Co 
tral Louisiana Electrie Co.. Inc., The Empire District Electric Co., Gul 
States Utilities Co., Kansas City Power & Light Co., Louisiana Power & Light Co., 
Missouri Power & Light Co., Missouri Public Service Co., Missouri Utilities Co 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co., Public Service Co, of Oklahoma, Southwestern Gas 
& Eleetrie Co., St. Joseph Light & Power Co 

Mr. Geseit. May I say for the Oklahoma companies that it would 
be within the power of the Administrator of the Southwestern Powe: 
\dministration to make the Oklahoma contract fail if he so desired. 
But if he did not desire to make it fail, it would operate fully. 

Mr. Witxes. On the matter of the continuing fund we feel that the 
continuing fund is probably a proper fund, if limited to emergencies 
and to provide for continuity of service. T cannot foresee a bad sleet 
storm or a hurricane or something of that kind. The way their funds 
are set up they have to have something in which they can go into in 
an emergency and get it. That is the way it reads in the Southeastern. 
We are the ones who got stuck with the other reading, Congressman, 
when Senator Kerr—rather, when a point of order was made on the 
floor of the House and prevented it from being changed in the House. 

We think it is perfectly proper to put a period after “continuity of 
service” and take out the purchase of electric energy and rental trans 
mission lines which really should not be in the emergency continuing 
fund, because if he ever does have money for that purpose he should 
have to come up here in his regular appropriation request and get if 
appropriated by the House. 

That is the way it is now. The wording is that way but it comes ou‘ 
of the continuing fund. We do not think that ought to be there as a 
temptation. 

Mr. Jensen. For many years we had an emergency fund in the 
amount of $50,000 which could be used for emergency construction 
work. 

Mr. Witkers. Continuity of service and emergencies. 

Mr. Jensen. Finally a few years ago it was amended to permit 
funds from that emergency fund to be expended to purchase power in 

case of an emergency to insure continuity of power. Is that right ? 
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Mr. Wixkes. That is right. The Kerr amendment was put through 
and he on the floor of the Senate put that through because the Admin 
istrator said he wanted to make contracts with the Texas contracts, 
and Congress said they wanted to make contracts similar to the Texas 
contracts. He said the only reason he wanted it was so that they could 
make contracts. with the private governments, and then he went to 
work with this grandiose and fantastic scheme. 

I have never heard of one like it. We think that you ought to 
rewrite that. 

Mr. Fenron. You feel that you can take care of the ordinary 
emergency ¢ 

Mr. W ILKES. Yes, sir. The emergencies that come up, he might 
need $50,000, $200,000—I do not care how much you are going to 
put in there—the emergency will not take much out of there. ‘This 
scheme of his can take a hundred million dollars out itself. 

Mr. Fenron. I understand that. In the ordinary sense of the 
emergency, as we used to know it by the $50,000 procedure, if ar 
emergency of that type came up it could be taken care of. 

Mr. WILKEs. Yes, Sir; we could do that and have done it. On the 
other hand, his crew has helped us some. 

Mr. Fenton. It would have to be a catastrophe throughout the 
entire system not to be able to take care of it. 

Mr. Wiikes. Money should not be taken out of there to buy ever 
day bread and butter. 

Mr. Fenton. 1 agree with you. 

Mr. Witkes. On page 12 1 have made a request for the change of 
language that we would like to have you gentlemen consider. 

Mr. Frenron. We have had others testify, and from their testi 
mony there are only about 5 percent. 

(See preceding insert, p. 497.) 

Mr. Fenton. I would like to ask the general question of all these 
gentlemen as to their respective States as to whether the farmers of 
your States have adequate electricty, and what percentage is 
electrified ? 

Mr. Wiikers. Yes, sir. I might say that the commission of the 
States are authorized to see that they get it. All they have to do 
is to take it up with our utility commission and they will give us an 
order to see. We have to do it. We are regulated that way. 

Mr. Fenron. What we are trying to get at is whether or not the 
basic REA law is pretty thoroughly covered at the moment by most 
of the farmers’ farms being electrified. 

Mr. Wires. They have the electric lights out there. We are com 
pelled by the commission to furnish adequate service to them first. to 
carry over their lines. 

Mr. Fenton. Can you state in the record, each one of you, without 
me asking each indivdually, what percentage of the States are cov 
ered now? 

Mr. WirKes. Yes; we can get you that. Why do you not let us 
furnish that for the record ? 

Mr. Fenton. That will be fine. It is around 85 percent or more. 
From 85 to 90 percent. You must realize that that is the Ozarks 
down there, where a lot of them are hard to build lines to, with some 
of those farmers way back in the hills. Where we get 114 to 2 cus 
tomers per mile they are covered. 
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Mr. Norrey. Just a few general questions. 

Mr. Wilkes, have all your witnesses testified ? 

Mr. Wikes No, sir. Mr. Porter has some very important 
testimony. 

Mr. Norrety. I will wait until the conclusion. 

Mr. Wirxes. Mr. Warren L. Porter, vice president of the Kansas 
City Power & Light. 

Mr. Porrer. Mr. Chairman, I am Warren L. Porter, vice president 
of Kansas City Power & Light Co., of Kansas City, Mo. 

With your permission, I wish to comment partic ularly on those 
features of the SPA appropriation requests for the fiscal year 1954 
which have to do with the proposed operations of SPA in western 
Missouri and central Missouri. 

Five companies operating in that area are represented here and are 
_ directly affected by those proposed operations of SPA; that is, 

Joseph Light & Power Co., Missouri Public Service Co., Missouri 
ones & Light Co., Empire District Electric Co., and my own com 
pany, Kansas City Power & Light Co. 

I note that in its initial budget request SPA has asked that for 
the fiscal year 1954 it be granted appropriations of $5,650,000 from 
the continuing fund for the purchase of thermally generated energy 
and the lease of transmission facilities. 

Of this amount, $3,946,500, or more than two-thirds, is designated 
for payments to the four supercooperatives which propose to operate 
in western and central Missouri; i. e., Northwest Electric Power Co 
operative. KAMO Electric Cooperative, Central Electric Power Coop 
erative, Sho-Me Power Corp. 

SPA also asked for appropriations for operation and maintenace 
of transmission facilities and for power-mi arketing and general ad- 
ministration expenses, which items would include considerable sums 
referable to the lease and operation of the facilities of those coopera- 
tives by SPA. 

On March 5, 1953, Mr. Douglas G. Wright, Administrator of SPA. 
in testimony Cieue this subcommittee, reduced his request for appro 
priations from the continuing fund to $3,736,000, of which $2,481,500. 
or approximately two-thirds, is designated as being referable to 3 of 
the 4 cooperatives I have named. 

The details of this revision which were inserted in the record make 
it clear that the reductions referable to the three cooperatives were 
entirely attributable to lags in construction programs and consequent 
delay in the beginning of purchases and rentals under SPA’s contracts 
with the cooperatives, and do not represent a reduction in the annual 
rate of expenditure. 

It appears also that the revised request does not include any pay- 
ment to Sho-Me Power Corp. for rental of lines and facilities. Mr. 
Wright’s testimony does not make clear why this payment was elim- 
inated for the fiscal year 1954 and it does not appear that the lines 
of Sho-Me have been eliminated from his program of operation and 
maintenance. 

Since my comments will all be directed to the results of SP-A’s oper- 
ation on the basis of a full year’s operation, I will disregard these 
revisions for the purpose of the analysis I wish to present. 

I direct your attention to the map which shows the transmission 
facilities involved in SPA’s proposed operations in western and cen- 
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tral Missouri. I wish to make it clear at this point that SPA has 
certain relatively small operations in Missouri which are not included 
in these comments. To the best of my knowledge, the only operations 
thus excluded are the service to the town of West Plains, in south- 
central Missouri, supplied directly from Norfork Dam, I believe, by 
a transmission line not shown on the map, and to the M. & A. Electric 
Power Cooperative in southeastern Missouri. Neither of these oper- 
ations in any way involves use of the facilities shown on this map. 

In essence, through ownership or lease, SPA will control two dis- 
tinct but interconnected transmission systems in Missouri. One, 
which I will describe as the Western Missouri System or as the North- 
west-KKAMO System, consists essentially of a 154-kilovolt transmis- 
sion line from Bull Shoals Reservoir in north Arkansas, by way of 
Table Rock, Springfield, and Clinton to Missouri City, Mo., which is 
located on the Missouri River some 15 miles east of Kansas City, Mo. 

This transmission line is being constructed by Northwest Electric 
Power Cooperative with the proceeds of an REA loan and is to be 
acquired by SPA under a 40-year lease contract with option to buy. 
This Western Missouri System also includes 69-kilovolt lines similarly 
constructed with REA funds by KAMO and similarly to be leased 
and operated by SPA. 

The Western Missouri System also includes a 154-kilovolt transmis- 
sion line, constructed and owned by SPA, extending from Springfield, 
Mo., to Carthage. 

Mr. Jensen. Are you telling us that this $286,000 item for rental 
of transmission facilities for Sho-Me Power Corp. should be kept 
in the bill? 

Mr. Porter. No, sir. I am simply saying, Mr. Chairman, that, in 
examining the data supplied by Mr. Wright in connection with his 
testimony, I found no inclusion of that $286,000. 

I found no explanation as to what 

Mr. Jensen. I misunderstood you. That item is out of the revised 
budget. 

Mr. Porter. It appears so. But I found no explanation of why 
it was. 

Mr. JENSEN. Go ahead. 

Mr. Porrer. This Western Missouri System which I have been de 
scribing consists of this 154-kilovolt transmission line which extends 
from Bull Shoals to Missouri City plus the 60-kilovolt lines which 
are presently built or contracted for by KAMO, and which are to be 
leased to SPA under this 40-year lease-option contract. 

The Central Missouri System—— 

Mr. JENSEN. That is part of the case which is now in the courts? 

Mr. Porrer. Yes, sir. The Western Missouri System also includes 
a line built and owned by SPA through an appropriation by the Con- 
gress from Springfield to Carthage. That is a 161-kilovolt line, and 
also one short line and two substations, owned by SPA. 

The Central Missouri System, which I shall also call the Central- 
Sho-Me System, consists of a 154-kilovolt transmission line from Bull 
Shoals Reservoir by way of Mansfield, Mo., to Chamois, Mo., which 
is located on the Missouri River in the central part of the State, to- 
gether with 69-kilovolt lines radiating from Chamois, Mo., and 69- 
kilovolt lines in the Sho-Me Power Corp., territory, all of those lines 
shown in red having been constructed by the cooperatives and are 
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proposed to be leased to SPA under a 40-year lease-option contract 

Mr. Jensen. Do you agree that the Missouri case is identical wit 
the Arkansas case? 

_ Porter. So far as Federal law is concerned, they are identica 
as [ understand it. While the Western Missouri System and Centr 
Missouri System may be for most purposes discussed se parately, they 
constitute In some respects a single integrated system by reason of t 
interconnection of the two through this 161-kilovolt line which extends 
from Springfield to Mansfield. 

So, for most purposes in this discussion, I shall refer to the whol 
system as the Missouri System. 

SPA also proposes under its contr: ict to purchase the entire output 
of two steam-electric generating stations. These are the 40,000-kilo 
watt steam plant of Northwest, located at Missouri City, and thi 
15,000-kilowatt steam-electric generating station of Centr: il. loc: ated a 

Chamois. Both of these stations are being constructed with proceeds 
a REA loans, and SPA has contracted to purchase their entire output 
for a period of 40 vears. 

In his testimony on March 5, 1953, Mr. Wright has told your com 
mittee that SPA is confronted with serious economic problems in the 
marketing of power from the multipurpose reservoir projects in th 
Southwest. 

Without attempting to quote Mr. Wright directly, I understand 
him to have said in substance that he wanted to e xplode once and for 
all the myth that hydroelectric power is necessarily cheap power in thi 
Southwest; that it is peaking power which by its nature is expensive; 
that the unwise construction of additional marginal projects would 
make the solution of the economic problem more diffie ult and perhi ips 
impossible; that existing suppliers must be protected to insure the 
future supply of electric power for the region; that there must be 
a substantial increase in the rates at which SPA sells ene rev : that the 
selling price cannot be increased bevond the point at which it will 
find willing buvers. and that the reasonable solution of the problem 
is to be found in integration of the operations of SPA, the coopera 
tives, and the electric companies in the region. 

I believe the Administrator of SPA is to be commended for this 
frank statement. The purpose of my statement is to enlarge on Mr. 
Wright’s presentation and to present in concrete form an analysis 
which I believe will emphasize his conclusions and provide in dollars 
a measure of the extent of the problem. 

I wish to sav that I believe the situation in which SPA finds itself 
has to a considerable degree been brought about by increases in cost, 
but I wish also to emphasize that this is not the whole difficulty. 

I believe that the whole plan under which SPA proposed to develop 
markets in the Southwest through its contracts with supercooperatives 
was economically unsound from the beginning, to say nothing of its 
questionable leg: ality. 

I wish to present for the committee’s consideration this analysis, 
showing in summary and in detail what I regard as the minimum 
cost to the United States Government of supplying the service con 
templated and, according to Mr. Wright’s testimony, committed for 
in Missouri. 
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(NALYSIS OF SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION'S OPERATIONS IN Missouri 
WESTERN MIssOURI AND CENTRAL MISSOURI SysTEMs, Fiscan YEBAR 1954 


Summary 


Northwest Central 
KAMO Sho-M¢« ital Mills per 
System System lissouri § kilowatt 
western central \ s hour sold 


Missouri Missou 


COST OF SERVICE 


Purchase steanpower 1, 800, 000 7 
Rental of transmission lines 621, 000 OOK 


Total from continuing fund 421, 000 7 
4. Operation and maintenance 705 4()5 
Power marketing and general administration 500 000 


Total budget request, fiscal vear 1954 , 882, 205 35, 980 
Interest and amortization of SPA investment 535 1, O20 
Replacements, owned, and leased properties 853 53, 487 


Cost, exclusive of hydroelectric energy supplied to 
Systems 
8. Cost of hydroelectric energy 


Total cost of service 


Annual loss 


Does not include West Plains or M. & A. Co-op 
See p. 8 for cost (6.54 mills) per kilowatt-hour of hydroelectric generation, 


1. SALES OF POWER 
Capacity of system 
D. G. Wright testified in KCP&L Co. v. Chapman (U. 8. District Court for 
D. of C. (Tr. 1393—1396)) that the combined Western Missouri (NW-KAMO) 
and Central Missouri (Central-Sho-Me) systems will be capable of delivering 
185,000 to 195,000 kilowatts, including the 55,000-kilowatt capacity of the two 
steam plants. 


Commitments 


Demand.—In testimony before the H. R. Subcommittee for Interior Depart 
ment. Appropriations on March 5, 1953, page 368, D. G. Wright listed the follow- 
ing contracts for sale of power from the two Missouri systems 


Wester Central 
Missouri M issour 
NW Central 
KAMO Sho-Me 


Kilowatts 
entral Flectric Power Co-op 
S-AMO Flectric Co-on BS OM 
NW Flectric Power Co-op 410. 000 
»Me Power Corp 
Termann, Mo 
Lamar, M¢ 
Lockwood, Mo 
pringfield, Mo 


Total 
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Energy sales D. G 


Wright testified in KCP&L Co. et al. v. Chapman ei a 


(Tr. 1515) that he estimates the annual load factor of ‘“‘preferred’’ customers suc} 


as these to be 50 percent 
per year. 


NW-KAMO 
Centra]-Sho-Me 


Total 


to SPA contract rate rate 


unde / 
NW-KAMO 


kilowatt-hours 
in demand charge do 


467, 784, 000 
256, 320, 000 


gy sales 

; 2,400 times demand included 
Excess dc 211, 464, 000 
Demand charge 

$16.20 per kilowatt of den 


Excess, at $0.004 per kil 


$1, 730, 160 
845, 856 
2, 576, 016 


Revenue 


CONTINUING FUND ro COOP! 


PAYMENTS 
F steam 
Kilowatts 

40, 000 


15, 000 


55, 000 


3. Rental of transmission facilities 


Miles 


N. W 
KAMO 


Total, NW-KAMO 


Central 
ShoMe.... 


Total, Central-ShoMe..- 


Total, Missouri 


Demand 


Kilowatts 
106, 800 
78, 150 


184, 950 


Central- 
ShoMe 


342, 297, 000 
187, 560, 000 


154, 737, 000 


$1, 


266, 030 
618, 948 


, 884, 978 | 


RATIVES 


Ene rey 


28%, 000, 000 
115, 000, 000 


397, 000, 000 | 


Investment 


$6, 641, 900 | 
6, 375, 116 | 


9, 859, 800 | 
5, 158, 698 | 


13, 017, 016 | 


This is equivalent to 4,380 hours use of the demand 


Energy sal 


Kilowatt-ho 


467, 784, OM 
342, 297 


810, O81, ( 


810, 081 
443, 880. 


366. 201 
$2, 996, 19 
1, 464 


4, 460. 


Paymen 


$1, 800 


736, ! 


2, 536, 575 


Rental 


$345, 


276, 


621, 


503, 
286, 


789, 


1, 410, 
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4. Operation and maintenance 


Kudget request, Department of Interior, fiscal year 1954 (p. 

System operation and maintenance (obligations) $1, 105, 000 
Transmission lines (miles) 3, 626 
Average cost per mile : $305 


NW-KAMO Central-ShoMe 


Miles 
operated Operation Operation 
Miles and maince- and mainte- 
nance nance 


Missouri systems 
NW-KAMO 
Central-ShoMe 
SPA 
Springfield-Carthage 
Springfield-Mansfield 
Total 
PA interconnecting system, 372 miles, at 
$305, $113, 460 
NW-KAMO . 21.2 percent 
Central-ShoMe 15.6 percent 


Grand total 


Power marketing ($95,000) and general administration ($700,006 
p. 707 
Total $795, 000 
Available for marketing by SPA by end of fiscal year 1955 (see Bud- 
get, p. 707) kilowatt 501, 000 


Missouri projects, SPA commitn 


Percent of 
501,000 kilo- 
watts 


Allocated 


t 
cos 


NW-KAMO system . j $168, 500 
Central-Sho Me system " li 124, 000 


Total , | 36.8 292, 500 


RECAPITULATION TOTAL BUDGET REQUESTS APPLICABLE TO MISSOURI PROJECTS 


NW-KAMO Central | Total Mis- 


ShoMe souri 


Purchase of power ede $1, 800, 000 $736, 575 
Rental of facilities - - 7 = ae . 000 789, 000 | 1, 410, 


Total payments to co-ops wl , 000 1, 525, 575 3, 946, 


Operation and maintenance... | 292, 705 286, 405 579, 
Power marketing and general administration 58, 500 124, 000 292 


Total, budget requests. : = ; J 205 1, 935, 980 4, 818, 
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COSTS TO SPA—-NOT REFLECTED IN CURRENT BUDGET 
6. Interest and amortization of SPA investment 


SPA’s investment in transmission facilities used solely in the Western Missour 
NW-KAMO) and Central Missouri (Central-ShoMe) systems is shown by SPA 
program summary and justification for fiscal year 1954 to be as follows: 


Central 
Sho Me 


System 


NW-KAMO 


System 


field-( 
Mansfield switch station 5 $54, 041 
field-Mansfield ling 7 283, 780 
Swiss line 117, 847 
su 51, 000 
amar subst 
ockwood 
»ck wood lin 


, 430, 887 | 506, GOS $5, 937, 


The Missouri syste must also be charged with a portion of system communication 


lispatching ($505,182 nd general plant and equipment ($1,837,439 These items tot 


i 
$2,342,621 for the SPA system of 3,626 miles 


Percent of A llocatior 
total investment 


NW-KAMO 24. $569. 00 
Central-ShoMe 24.3 969, O00 


i total } 100.0 


In addition, the Missouri system must bear a portion of the cost of SPA’s 
system interconnecting the reservoir projects for which SPA is the marketing 
agent. This is logically allocable in proportion to the share of SPA’s total 
demand of 501,000 kilowatts. 

SPA’s investment in this interconnecting system consists principally of tl 
following 


Norfork Denison Line (see hearings H. R. re Interior Departinent 
appropriations for 1950, 8ist Cong., Ist sess 
Norfork-Weleetka, 154 kilovolts, 262.12 miles $3, 379, 56¢t 
Weleetka-Denison, 132 kilovolts, 109.70 miles 1, 295, 595 
Construction in progress (see program summary, SPA, fiscal year 
1954, p. 3 1, 477, 093 


Total 


Demand Percent of Allocate 
kilowatts total | investine 


106, SOO 21.2 $1, 300, ODF 
7k, 150 15.6 960, OF 
184. GAD s6.8 2, 260, 00 
316, OF 63.2 R92, 2/4 


5 


S01. OO 100.0 
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6. Interest and amortization of SPA investment—Continued 


‘ECAPITULATION OF 8PA INVESTMENT ATTRIBUTABLE TO MISSOURI SYSTEMS 


Central Total, Mis 


NW-KAMO SheMe souri 


Facilities used solely for Missouri systems $5, 430, 887 $506, 648 $5, 937, 555 
Portion of communications, dispatching, and general plant 569, 000 169, 000 1, 138, 000 
wtion of plant interconnection system 1, 300, 000 980, 000 2, 260, 000 


” - 5 


7, 209, 887 035, 668 


Interest (at 244 percent) and amortization (40 years) =3.98 per 
I 200, 535 81, 020 


7. Replacements of SPA’s owned and leased property 
The total transmission properties owned and leased by SPA referable to the 
Missouri projects are as follows: 


. Central Total Mis 
NW-KAMO ShoMe souri 


Leased from co-ops 
NW $6, 641, 900 
KAMO ;, 375, 176 
Central $9, 859, 800 
ShoMe 5, 158, 698 


Total leased 13, 017, 076 15, 018, 498 
Owned by SPA 7, 209, 887 2, 035, 668 


Total 20, 316, 963 17, 054, 166 


SPA undertakes the obligation of replacement of both leased and owned facil 
ities, which obligation is compyted by, Federal Power Commission at 0.90 percent 
per year for transmission facilities. (See Report of Missouri Basin Survey 
Commission, 1953, p. 101.) 


Replacements at 
0.90 percent 


NW-KAMO 
Central-ShoMe 


Total...... 


8. Cost of hydroelectric energy required for Missouri systems 
ENERGY REQUIREMENTS 
| Kilowatt-hours} 


Central 


NW=RAREO ShoMe 


Energy sales $467, 784, 000 $42, 207 | $810, OR1, OOM 
Plus transmission loss (5 percent 23, 389, 000 5 40, 504, 000 


Total requirements 191, 173, 000 259, 412, 000 AO. ARS. 000 
Less: Steam-generated energy pruch ased from eco Ops 282, 000, 000 | 115, 000, 000 397, 000, 000 


i 
| 

Hydroelectric energy required 209, 173, 000 | 244, 412, 000 
| 
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Cost of hydroelectric energy 

Source of energy: 12 “most feasible hydroelectric plants in the Southwest” as 
named in testimony by D. G. Wright before House Subcommittee for Interior 
Department Appropriations on March 5, 1953 (p. 365); i. e., Denison, Norfork 
Narrows, Whitney, Bull Shoals, Fort Gibson, Tenkiller Ferry, Blakely Mountain 
‘able Rock, Keystone, Short Mountain, and Dardanelle. (The four last named 
are not yet under construction.) 

The following data on these projects, prepared by the United States Corps of 
Engineers, is reported at page 17 of the report to the Committee on Public 
Works. House, from the Subcommittee to Study Civil Works, House Committe 
Print No. 23, dated December 5, 1952. (Commonly called the Jones committee 
report.) 


Cost of projects (including added units, but not including interest 
during construction) i 
Investment allocated to power (including interest during con- 
struction ) , a ea 4 _._ 418, 354, 88 
Annual power charges . Benctesay . 17, 823, 105 


$724, TAS, ou 


The potential production of these 12 plants, in the same state of developmen! 
as reflected in the foregoing cost data, is stated as follows by SPA at page 80 
of exhibit A attached to affidavit No. 24 of George J. Neighbors, dated January 
iG, 1952, filed by the Administrator of SPA as a defendant in KCP&€L Co. et al \ 
Chapman et al. Thie exhibit is entitled “Revised Cost Analysis of Southwestern 
Power Administration's Proposed Operations 1952-58.” 


capacity a + “ __kilowatts 
Dependable capacity do 


Installed 


1, 040, 800 

940, 900 

2, 166, 900, 000 
630, 400, 000 
314, 400, 000 


Primary energy kilowatt-hours per year 
Secondary energy 5 rere iM do_- 
Dump energy_--~-- ‘ ; x a 


8, 111, 700, 000 
Only the 2,166,900,000 kilowatt-hours of primary energy is wholly dependable 
energy. All of the dump energy and some portion of secondary energy can 
be sold only at a low rate because of its unpredictable availability. Pages 84 
and 85 of this exhibit A indicate that SPA estimates that at least 472,000,000 
kilowatt-hours will be so sold at a rate of 1.25 mills per killowatt-hour. 


Total energy : eer F wae 


The annual cost of potential production of firm hydro-electric energy in these 
12 projects may be summarized. 


| | 


| Kilowatt-hours | 


Average cost 
(mills per 
kilowatt-hour 


Cost of 
production | 

| ; 
| 

3, 111, 700, 000 $17, 823, 105 | 
72, 000, 000 585, 000 | 


Total production 
Less sales as dump energy at 1.25 mills per kilowatt-hour 


Total 700, 000 7, 238, 105 | 





Cost for Missouri systems only 


NW-KAMO 
Central-ShoMe 


Total, Missouri systems 


Kilowatt-hours 
required 


209, 173, 000 | 
244, 412, 000 


453, 585, 000 | 


; 
— 
= 


Cost, at $0.00654 per 
kilowatt-hour 


$1, 367, 991 


1, 598, 474 
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Results of marketing hydroelectric energy by method used by SPA in Missouri 
operations 


Missouri system only (17.183 | Total SPA (assuming similar 
vercent of potential firm method of marketing entire 
1ydroelectric energy from firm hydroelectric energy from 
12 reservoir projects 12 reservoir projects 


Per year In 40 years Per year 


‘ost of giving away hydroelectric en- 

ergy $1. O65, OR6 $42, 603, 440 » If ; $247, 939. 47 
Tot il loss to Government $4.031. 551 $161, 262, 040 ; 9 ) $038. 407. 584 
Firm hydroelectric energy, kilowatt 

hours 453, ARS. 000 18, 143, 400, 000 2 639. 7 105, SSS, 000. 000 


Mr. Porrer. I regard this analysis as showing the minimum cost 
to the United States Government of supplying the service contem 
plated, and, according to Mr. Wright’s testimony, committed for in 
Missouri. 

The analysis will show that the revenues of SPA under existing 
rates are indeed much less than the cost of supplying the service, and 
that in fact existing rates would have to be nearly doubled if thos« 
costs are to be recovered. It will show that the annual amounts which 
SPA is asking Congress to appropriate for support of this Missouri 
operation are in themselves in excess of the foreseeable revenues at 
existing rates, and that if no value at all were ascribed to the hydro 
electric energy which must be supplied to the system, there would still 
be a loss in excess of $1 million per year in this operation. 

Above all, it will emphasize a point which T believe was not suffi- 
ciently pointed out in Mr. Wright’s testimony; that is, that the ar 
rangements which SPA has made for the transmission and marketing 
of the hydroelectric energy have contributed to the unfortunate overall 
result to an extent which perhaps is even greater than the increased 
costs of hydroelectric production. I believe this to be a very im 
portant point, for it seems to me that it is in the field of transmission 
and marketing that the most useful efforts may be made toward cor 
recting the situation. 

In the making of this analysis I have relied to the greatest possible 
extent on the information contained in the presentations of SPA itself 
to the committees of Congress, and in particular to the testimony and 
data presented by SPA to the House subcommittee in connection with 
its request for appropriations for the fiscal year 1954. 

This information is in such detail that for the first time it is pos 
sible for us to make such an analysis without considerable use of 
estimates and assumptions. 

In every case the data as to investments of SPA and the cost of 
facilities to be leased from the cooperatives are those presented by 
SPA tothe Congress. The same is true of the figures used with respect 
to the purchase of power, the lease commitments of SPA, and the 
commitments of SPA for the sale of power from the systems under 
discussion. 

In some details I have relied on testimony given by Mr. Wright 
and exhibits prepared by his staff in the case of Kansas City Power and 
Light Company et al. v. Chapman et al. in the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 
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With respect to the cost of production of hydroelectric energy at 
the reservoir projects, I have utilized the results of the cost allocation 
studies made by the United States Corps of Engineers as reported 
to the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives 
by Mr. Jones of Alabama from the Subcommitte To Study Civil 
Works, 82d Congress, 2d session. This subcommittee report was 
dated December 5, 1952, and is identified as House committee print 
No. 23. 

I wish to emphasize that this contains a negligible amount of as- 
sumption on my part. This is based on squarely as I have found it 
possible to do so, on the data and the figures submitted by Mr. Wright 
himself. 

I may say for Mr. Wright’s estimates of engineering matters, I 
find them accurate and reliable and I have adopted them. 

I would like to highlight certain points, looking at this analysis 
which accompanies my statement. 

The first item on that statement, the revenue for rate A isa simple 
calculation of the revenues which would be realized by SPA from 
sales totaling over 810 million kilowatt-hours at. its presently ap- 
plicable rate of the power and energy which will be sold from the 
Missouri system under the commitments testified to by Mr. Wright. 

These commitments total $184,950 kilowatts as enumerated in the 
supporting data filed. 

Mr. Wright testified in the case of Kansas City Power and Light 
Company v. Chapman that the total capability of these Missouri sys- 
tems which are shown on my map, including the capacity of the 2 
steam plants. would in his opinion be about 185,000 or 195,000 kilo- 
watts. 

It is evident then that no substantial increase in sales may be ex- 
pected without major additions to the system. 

The items of operation and maintenance and power marketing and 
general administration are taken directly from Mr. Wright’s justi- 
fication supplied to this committee with certain allocations made by 
me as is shown in the detail. 

With that explanation and the statement that all of the details 
can be found in the analysis I submitted, I would like to sum up this 
point : that in the end results this analysis shows that the Government’s 
minimum amual cost of the Missouri operation is $8,492,495, its 
annual revenue $4,460,000, resulting in a minimum annual loss of 
$4.031.000. 

I believe that this analysis shows conclusively that there has been 
set up a plan for marketing the power and energy from these hydro- 
electric projects which is ‘unsound and uneconomical from the -be- 
ginning. 

Mr. Wright testified on March 5 that in his opinion it would not 
be possible to market the power and energy from these reservoir proj- 
ects at a price to exceed 7 to 8 mills per Lclow att-hour for firm energy. 
That I believe is a sound opinion. 

The cost shown by this analysis is in excess of 10 mills per kilowatt- 
hour. So that the remedy which can be found in increased rates is 
wholly insufficient to meet the problem. 

I believe that it should be pointed out that under this arrangement 
the Government’s costs exceed the revenues from the system by over 
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$1 million per year, with no provision whatever for reimbursement 
for the cost of the hydroelectric energy supplied to the system, 

In other words, under this arrangement and at present rates, it 
vill in effect cost the Government over a million dollars a year to give 
iway some 453 million kilowatt-hours of hydroelectric energy. 

Mr. Norretx. I think you have 1 or 2 other witnesses who said they 
ould like to enter their remarks in the record. If I have summed up 
ow what all of you want here, mainly it is the continuing fund. I 

iven’t observed any objections to anything else in the requests from 
the Bureau—— 

Mr. Witxes. Mr. Chairman, Mr. McKee has some objections but 
they are of a local character. The big thing is the continuing fund 
ind these contracts. No appropriations should be made where the 

egality is so very, very doubtful. We think no appropriation should 
be made for the continuing fund this year until the policy has been 
vorked out. 


Mr. Norretx. And that is the sole objection at this time? 
Mr. Wiixes. Yes, sir. 


STATE REA LAWS 


Mr. Norretx. Let’s pursue that a little bit. In Arkansas you take 
the position, and others from that State, that under the supreme 
court decision the continuing fund to be used in that State would be 

contrary to the supreme court decision ? 

Mr. Wirxes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Norretx. In the other States I take it that the substance of 
your position is that the fund is not necessary. There has been no 
decision in the Missouri case. 

We know the Federal law is the same in Missouri and Arkansas. 
We do not know whether your State law regarding the creation and 
operation of REA is the same in Missouri and Oklahoma as it is in 
(rkansas. Do you know about that? 

Mr. Porter. There are differences, sir, which I would not attempt 
to go into here. 

Mr. Norretx. It is not generally known but in Arkansas I was a 
member of the State senate when the REA law was first mentioned. 
[t was my bill that was passed in the State legislature and it is my 
1] that is the law today. 

You say the laws in the other States are about the same as the one 

1. Arkansas? 

Mr. McPuerson. Substantially so. 

Mr. Wixixes. We have the best REA Act, Congressman, in the 
United States. It protects the co-ops and defines the territory to be 
erved. 

Mr. Norretn. Now the other question. I do not want to deny this 
ontinuing fund in Missouri, or Oklahoma or anywhere else, 1f the 
lenial of that money is going to mean that you are not going to sell 

the power that you have so that the REA’s and other customers of 
he Southwest can be supplied electricity. 

The chairman went into that thoroughly. If the continuing money 
s not allowed there would not be any effort on the part of any of the 
tilities to discontinue service because the Southwestern Power Ad- 
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ministration did not have money to buy your power or lease your 
lines. 

Mr. Wixkes. Absolutely not. They are all served now. 

Mr. Norreti. This committee would not go along with denying the 
money if it meant any disruption in the flow of power to any of the 
customers of the Southwestern Power Administration. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Mr. Wirxes. Mr. Wright made that same statement when he was 
before the committee. He said regardless of the action on the con 
tinuing fund this would be a three-way trade between the co-ops and 
SPA. Nocustomer would be out of service. 

The co-ops would have to get off the hook some way or other, and 
we are going to help them get off, because they are our customers and 
our people. 

Mr. Norrevz. | have another question to ask you. 

Mr. Witxes. Does the law in the other States—and if you cannot 
answer somebody else can—limit the sale of REA power to only their 
own members as the Jaw does in Arkansas / 

Mr. McPuerson. The contention was made in the Arkansas casi 
that SPA, in order to qualify as a member, would have to be a con 
sumptive user. The same situation obtains in the Missouri law. 
There is likewise a provision in the Missouri act that a cooperative 
may make sales not to exceed 10 percent of its numbers to others than 
members. And that is not in the Arkansas act. 

Mr. Norrevi. I wonder if it is going to be the attitude in Arkansas 
not to sell power to the Southwestern Power Administration to ‘4 
delivered to some consumer who is not technically REA. 

Mr. Wivxes. I do not exactly vet that question. 

Mr. Norrriti. Are you going to agree to sell _ Southwester 
Administration power, limited only to redelivery or to delivery to an 
REA, or are you going to limit to the Siaalivexsheen to be delivered to 
any of their customers anywhere ? 

Mr. Witxes. In Arkansas our intention and our desire is to buy 
this power from Southwestern Power Administration. Arkansas is 
getting far more of their power going to one customer—Reynolds. 

And then there are contracts between SPA, Arkansas Power Co., and 
Sea 

Mr. Norrety. If this money is not allowed, are any of these utilities, 
including ours in Arkansas, going to use that as a means to not sell 
power to any of the Southwestern Administration’s customers ¢ 

Mr. Wirkes. Absolutely, no. We will take care of the customers in 
Arkansas. 

Mr. Norrett. Mr. Chairman, I would like to get a statement—it 
ought to be a consolidated statement, if possible, and Mr. Kirwan 
enters into this with me—showing the growth in the production of 
power by the utilities in this area. 

Can you get up a consolidated statement along that line, showing 
each company, commencing in 1936, and on down, and then you can 
total the whole thing up, to show the increase in power in that area 
during the year. 

(See prec ‘eding insert p- NOD.) 

Mr. Wutxes. Mr. Charles M. Custer is the next witness, 
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Mr. Custer. I am executive director of the Southwest power pool 
and as such have charge of the electric-power surveys in the South- 
west area which involve all the areas that you are talking about in the 
Southwest Power Administration. This is a report that was just 
completed, to be filed with the Edison Electric Institute, covering the 
power situation in that area for the period 1951 through 1956, and I 
want to impress on the committee, if I may, that there is no power 
shortage in that area, we haven't had a power shortage in that area and 
we don’t expect to have one. 

If you look at this page that I have turned out here, where the arrow 
points, reading these figures across, they are all in thousands of kilo- 
watts: The actual reserve in 1951 was 418,000 kilowatts; in 1952, 
106,000: 1953 it is 498.000: in 1954 it is 958,000; in 1955 it is 1,065,000 
kilowatts, and in 1956 it is 1,010,000 kilowatts. 

That certainly doesn’t look like a power shortage area; does it? 

Mr. Jensen. No. It looks like an adequate supply. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


EpIson Evectric INstTiTuTre ELecrric Power SuRVEY COMMITTE! 13TH SEmI- 
ANNUAL ELECTRIC POWER SURVEY FOR SOUTHWEST POWER PoOL AND ASSOCIATED 
SYSTEMS 


Covering the period 1951 through 1956 (August and December) as of 
March 1953 


NAME OF REPORTING GROUPS 
Southwest power pool. 
NAMES OF SYSTEMS INCLUDED IN ABOVE GROUPS 


Refer to appendix AA for list of systems included in part I of this report 
Systems included in part II of this report are: Omaha public power district and 
Nebraska public power system 


GENERAI 


Since the peak load for this area occurs during the month of August, we have 
shown the capabilities, peak loads and reserves for both the month of August 
and the month of December. 

The report for the Southwest power pool and associated systems is set up in 
two parts. Part I includes the systeins of FPC power supply region V, Defense 
Electric Power Administration’s subgroups A, B, C, and D. Part II includes 
the systems of FPC region VI, DEPA subgroup E 

Due to a recent change in boundary of FPC regions TV, V, and VI, this report 
nsofar as the systems that are included in part I and part Il are concerned, 
differs from previous reports for this area. In previous reports for this area, 
the systems now included in FPC region V, DEPA subgroups C and D were 
ncluded in FPC, region VI. 

Median hydro only is considered for this area 


DISCUSS THE FOLLOWING 


la. New large loads that have been or may be placed in your area and included 
in your load estimates: 

Included in part I is the interim power requirement for Kaiser’s Chalamette 
aluminum plant at New Orleans. This interim power requirement does not 
exceed 45 microwatts and terminates in July 1954. The only other large new 
load set out by the reporting systems is that of Reynolds’ new aluminum plant 
ocated at Gum Springs, Ark. This plant is scheduled to begin operation June- 
July 1953, the power requirement, 121 microwatts 
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1b. New large loads that may be placed in your area but are not included in your 
load estimates: 


As an answer to this inquiry we quote from one of the reporting systems’ 
statements, “Some large-load inquiries have been received and some of them 
may finally materialize, but they are now so nebulous that we hesitate to even 
consider them.” This same person indicated that there were fewer inquiries 
than in the past. 


2. Report any changes since last report in additional interconnections either 
dcfinitely scheduled or under consideration both within your wrea and with 
other areas and give dates of service 

In the 12th semiannual survey, it was reported that construction was under 
way on two G. & T. Cooperative transmission lines both extending north from 

Bull Shoals hydro project in north central Arkansas; one to Northwest Mis 

souri, G. & T., Co-op steam electric station (also under construction) located 

at Missouri City, Mo., and the other to Central Missouri, G. & T. Co-op steam 
electric station (under construction) located at Chamois, Mo. Both of these 
lines are 161 kilovolts and except for substation equipment, are practically com 
plete. The Central Missouri G. & T. Co-op line is expected to be in operation by 

June 1953. The Northwest Missouri G. & T. Co-op line will be completed later in 

1953. The Chamois, Mo., plant of Central Co-op is included in this report as a 

purchase by Southwestern Power Administration, beginning June 1953. This 

is a 15-microwatt station. The Northwest Missouri G. & T. Co-op plant is 
scheduled for commercial operation and also included in this report as a pur 
chase by SPA, beginning January 1954. Through contractual arrangements be 
tween SPA and these G. & T. cooperatives, SPA buys the entire output of the 
power plants and in turn supplies the cooperatives’ loads. Therefore, both the 
generation capacity and loads of these G. & T. Co-ops are included in this report. 

Similar arrangements occur between SPA and the Western Electric, G. & T 

Cooperative of Anadarko, Okla. The Western Electric, G. & T. plant (30 micro 

watt) is scheduled for commercial operation in September 1953. Transmission 

extension of Arkansas Power & Light Co. to augment its supply to Reynolds’ 
new aluminum plant is practically completed. 


8. Any additional operating systems included in report which were not included 
in previous report, or any systems excluded in this report that were prv 
viously included in earlier reports 

In part I of this report for FPC region V DEPA subgroup C, we have added 
the data for Sho Me Power Corp., operating in south central Missouri and for 

FPC region V DEPA subgroup D, we have added the data for Western Light 

& Telephone Co. of Great Bend, Kans. Neither of these two systems have been 

included in previous reports for this area. Sho Me Power Corp. buys practically 

its entire power requirement and is presently interconnected with LaClede Elec 
tric Co-op and Union Electric Co. on the north, and with Empire District Elec 
tric Co., Central Mo., G. & T. Co-op, and Southwestern Power Administration on 
the west and south. Western Light & Telephone Co. operates in west central and 
south Kansas, generates most of its own requirements and is interconnected with 

Kansas Power & Light Co. 

4. What retardation of your construction program have you experienced 

As in the 12th semiannual survey, systems are reporting from 1 to 12 months 
slippages in their construction program having to do with production facilities 

5. What do you consider to be the prospects for future retardation 

It seems to be the consensus of opinion that some additional slippage will 
occur but not in the magnitude experienced in the past. 
SOUTHWEST POWER POoOL, 
CHARLES M. CUSTER, 
Executive Director. 
Marcu 27, 1953. 
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Parr I, FPC Reeion V DEPA Sus Groups A, B, C, anp D 
APPENDIx AA 


Systems included in part I 

DEPA oP A - . Abbreviation used 
Middle South tilities, Inc ' 
Arkansas-Missouri Power Co MS-+AM 
Missouri Utilities Co MoU Co 
Central Louisiana Electric Co CLE Co 
Gulf States Utilities Co...__-- _- ntaiiiparanaieaieliiiahe GSU Co 
Southwestern Power Administration 

DEPA subgroup B: 
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma PS Co 
Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co OG&E Co. 
Grand Biver Iam AUinotity s..<ncnccccccncannnen= . GRDA 
Southwestern Gas & Electric Co SWG&E Co 
Southwestern Power Administration 

DEPA subgroup C: 
Empire District Electric Co EDE Co 
Missouri Public Service Co MoPS Co 
Kansas Gas & Electric Co KG&E Co 
City Utilities of Springfield, Mo Springfield 
Sho Me Power Corp. Sho Me Co-op 

DEPA subgroup D: 
Kansas Power & Light Co ‘ KP&L Co 
Western Light & Telephone Co WL&T Co 


OTHER SYSTEMS REFERRED TO IN REPORT (DUE TO PURCHASES OR SALES) 


FPC region III: 
Tennessee Valley Authority 
Electric Energy, Inc EE Ine 

FPO region IV: 
Kansas City Power & Light Co KCP&L Co 
Northwest Missouri Power Cooperative NW Mo Co-op 
Central Missouri Power Cooperative Central Mo Co-op 

FPO region IV, subgroup B: Western Electric Power 

Co-op, Anadarko, Okla Western Elec Co-op 
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Mr. Wivkes. The last witness is Mr. McKee. He has a very im- 
portant situation. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. McKee? 

Mr. McKer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I ap- 
preciate the lateness of the hour, and I appreciate very much this 
opportunity of presenting my case. I would like very much that my 
filed statement be embodied in the record in its whole, because 1 may 
delete a considerable amount of it in trying to condense this in a few 
words to your committee. 

(The above-mentioned document follows.) 


STATEMENT oF D. C. MCKEE 


My name is 1). C. McKee. I am president of the Empire District Electric 
Co., which has its principal office at Joplin, Mo., where I reside. 

In each of the past several years, I have appeared before this committee in 
opposition to the Government’s program of building a vast network of dupli 
eating and unnecessary transmission lines in western Missouri, to be accom 
plished by the expenditure of millions of dollars by the Southwestern Power 
Administration for construction of certain lines and for acquisition, by use of 
the continuing fund, of the facilities of generating and transmission coopera 
tives (referred to as supercooperatives), financed by the Rural Electrification 
Administration. 

Each year, I have said: There has never been a power shortage in this area 
and there will never be one, and Empire and the other electric companies in 
the area are adequately supplying all of the customers in the area, or stand 
ready to supply them. I stated that, through the transmission lines of Empire 
and the other companies in the area, all the power and energy produced at the 
Government hydroelectric projects in the area can be transmitted and marketed 
without the expenditure of a single dollar by the Government. Nothing has 
happened in this period of years to cause me to change my opinions. There was 
no power shortage in the past; none exists now; and, with the electric com- 
panies’ continuing construction program, there will be none in the future. 

The marketing of the peaking power from the Government hydroplants by 
the eiectric companies would save the United States some $33 million in wester: 
Missouri, and some $77 million in the Southwest power-marketing area now 
being spent, and many times this amount in the future. Even though this un 
ncesessary program by the Government has advanced, it is not too late to hold 
it up and to save this huge, wasteful expenditure. 

This committee has been informed from time to time of the efforts of the 
electric companies in the southwestern area to negotiate a contract with Soutl 
western Power Administration for the marketing of hydroelectric power. The 
companies have repeatedly demonstrated their willingness to contract. The 
Department of the Interior has again demonstrated its unwillingness to contract 
Subsequent to the passage of the appropriations bill for 1952, and as a result of 
an admonition of the Congress, in October 1951, 12 electric companies, including 
Empire, again began negotiating with the Southwestern Power Administration 
As a result, a contract was agreed upon between the companies and the Admin 
istrator, which was put in an approved form on December 19, 1951. In January 
1952 this contract, with a recommendation for its execution, was forwarded by 
the Administrator of Southwestern Power Administration to Secretary Chap 
man It stayed on the Secretary’s desk until January 15, 1953, and then was 
disapproved by him. This agreement has become known as the M-5-R draft 
and has been supplied to you. 

I do not know what the policy of the Department of the Interior will be ir 
regard to the marketing of Government hydropower, and what attitude will be 
taken toward contractual relations with the electric companies. The contpanies 
believe that there should be a complete review of the power-marketing situatio: 
in the Southwest by the Department of the Interior, and principles and policies 
should be established by the Department before any successful efforts can be 
made to selve this question. The companies are eager and willing to cooperate 
and, at that time, to reopen contractual negotiations. 

In mv opinion, the Congress has certainly made an effort to indicate its desire 
that, where possible, Government hydropower in the Southwest should be mar- 
keted without the construction by the Government of a duplicating public-power 





system. It has been, in my opinion, the policy of the Department of the Interior 
to override the Congress in this matter. This can be illustrated by the activities 
if the Department of the Interior in western Missouri. When appropriations 
were being sought by the Department for the fiscal years 1951 and 1952, it is clear 
that the Congress intended that the money appropriated to Sonthwestern Power 
Administration for the western Missouri project was not to be spent until every 
effort had been made to negotiate a contract.’ 

Notwithstanding the admonition of the Congress, during the time the negotia- 
tions were being carried on, and during the long months that the resulting con 

act was on the Secretary’s desk, the construction of the line from Springfield 
to Carthage and its related facilities was carried on by the Southwestern Power 
\dministration. 

At this time, I appear to oppose the completion of facilities for Which money 
has heretofore been appropriated, and to oppose the completion of other facili 
ties, which are being constructed by the use of money appropriated under the 

tle “Miscellaneous construction.” I also oppose the requested appropriation 
of $38,756,000 for the so-called continuing fund, by which Southwestern Power 
Administration proposes to acquire the transmission lines and facilities of 
supercooperatives. 

In order that the committee will have a picture of the $33,000,000 program 
being carried out by the Southwestern Power Administration and the Rural 
Klectrification Administration in western Missouri and southeastern Kansas, I 
direct your attention to two attached maps. The map marked “Exhibit A” has 
een Submitted to you at previous hearings. The solid black lines on the map 
represent the transmission system of Empire, and the dotted black lines are the 
transmission svstems of the Missouri Public Service Co. and neighboring com- 
panies. The Government’s proposed transmission network is overprinted in 
color. The solid green line is the 154,000-volt transmission line from Bull Shoals 
Dam to Chamois, Mo., on the Missouri River near Jefferson City, with a 15,000 
kilowatt steam-generating plant at Chamois. These facilities are owned by 
Central Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., a sunercooperative, and are practically 
completed. The solid vellow line is the 154,000-volt transmission line, practically 
completed from Bull Shoals Dam to Clinton, Mo., and with work proceeding 
thereon from Clinton, Mo., to Missouri City near Kansas City. A 40,000-kilowatt 
steam-generating plant is being built at Missouri City. These facilities are 
owned hy Northwestern Electric Power Cooperative, Ine., also a supercoopera- 
tive. The solid red lines are some 800 miles of 69,000-volt line pronosed to be 
built by the KAMO Electric Coonerative, Inc., a supercooperative. By expendi 
tures from the continuing fund for rentals and power purchase payments, which 
amount to installment buying of these facilities, SPA, in effect, is to acquire the 
systems of these supercooperatives. The solid blue line is the 154.000-volt trans 
mission line of the Southwestern Power Administration from Mansfield, Mo., 
through Springfield to Carthage, Mo., built from appropriations obtained under 
budget requests entitled “Western Missouri Project.” A part of the western 
Missouri project is a proposed substation at Clinton, Mo., to be connected to 
Northwestern Electric Power Cooperative’s transmission line. 

The map marked “Exhibit B”’ is the same as the map marked “Exhibit A” 
except that, by the use of solid, broken, dashed. and dotted red lines, as shown by 
the legend, the status of construction of the KAMO network is indicated 

This vast program for the construction of a public power system in western 
Missouri, to be built at a cost totaling over $33,000,000, has heen promoted and 
sold by the Southwestern Power Administration and the Rural Flectrification 
Administration on the claim that there is a power shortage, and that these 
facilities must be provided at such huge costs to eliminate a “power desert.” 
This story was first told over 6 years ago when SPA presented its comprehensive 
plan proposing a total outlay by the United States in the Southwest area of over 
$290,000,000 for transmission lines. None of the lines or facilities shown on 
this map, which have heen constructed, are serving any customers. Any cus- 
tomers proposed to be served by the Government over such facilities are now 


1H. Rept. No. 775, 82d Cong., 1st sess 

“* * * With respect to the western Missouri project, it is expected that a determined 
effort will be made by the Secretary of the Interior to negotiate with the private utilities 
to obtain a contract that will make unnecessary the use of this approvriation for such 
project. and that no new obligation will be incurred under authority of this appropriation 
for such project unless the Secretary of the Interior determines, after such negotiations, 
that additional facilities of such project are required to be constructed by the Government 
for the integration of Federal projects or for service to a Federal establishment or preferred 
customer.” 
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being served by the electric companies. Any load proposed to be served by 
them is a load which will be taken away from one of the electric companies 
In the years that this story has been told to you, appropriations to SPA aggre 
gating $5,542,000 have been granted, and REA loans aggregating $39,000,000 
have been made for the lines and facilities shown on these maps, which hav 
resulted in service to not a single customer. During this time, not one of th 
customers proposed to be served has failed to receive an ample supply of 
power. This demonstrates that there never was a power shortage. With the 
vast construction program of the electric companies and their ability to continue 
to build, there is no chance for a shortage to develop. 

Considerable money has been spent on some of the lines shown on this may 
However, there are appropriations made which have not been used, lines whic! 
have not been built, and substations which have not been constructed, for whic} 
further appropriations are requested. It is not too late to stop this wastefu 
expenditure of money without detriment to the public or the Government, and 
without interfereing with the marketing of hydropower by the Government in 
the Southwest. 

The companies appearing here today are requesting the committee to deny the 
request of SPA for appropriations for the continuing fund, to be used to pay 
rentals on the transmission lines of supercooperatives, including those of KAMO 
The amount of the request for the initial payment to KAMO is $276,000. Ulti 
mately, SPA proposes to pay KAMO over $15 million in rental purchase pay 
ments on its lines. All the customers to be served by KAMO are now being 
served by the companies, and this request should be denied. The status of con 
struction of KAMO lines is such that the relatively small amount now built 
could be acquired by Empire justifiably and integrated into its system upon 
an ultimately sound economic basis. It is my understanding that, of the pro 
posed 800 miles of transmission line, 62 miles have been completed, 50 miles 
are presently under construction, and contracts have been let for the construc 
tion of 275 miles of line. I realize that it is not the function of this committee 
to consider appropriations for the Rural Electrification Administration. How- 
ever, I point out to you that, in the present budget, money is requested from 
this committee to be used to repay KAMO’s REA loan, as well as other super 
cooperative loans. The validity of the obligation under which you are being 
asked to pay lease rentals and installment purchase payments to KAMO, as well 
as the other supercooperatives, is now being questioned in a case pending before 
the United States District Court for the District of Columbia. However this 
may be resolved, the problem still remains, because KAMO, in constructing its 
facilities, is creating a duplication of transmission facilities, which is eco 
nomically unsound and violates principles long recognized by the Government in 
the regulation of the electric utility industry. 

I believe that a study by the Department of the Interior, Rural Electrification 
Administration, KAMO Electric Cooperative, Inc., and Missouri Public Service 
Company and Empire, would reveal that the only practical and economical 
method of bringing the benefits of peaking power from these multiple-purpose 
dams to the rural electric cooperatives, municipalities and customers of the 
electric companies in the area, would be through a contract between the Govern 
ment and the electric companies, whereby all of the necessary transmission lines 
would be owned and operated by the electric companies as one single system, 
instead of operating a duplicating transmission system. This method would 
permit maximum utilization of the peaking power from the hydro facilities in 
conjunction with the electric companies’ steam plants to provide the full require- 
ments of the cooperatives, municipalities, and other customers. If construction 
by KAMO is continued, and more unnecessary lines are built, the economic 
advantage of nonduplication now existing will be lost. Now is the time to act. 
Empire and Missouri Public Service Co., are willing to purchase all transmission 
lines of KAMO now constructed, and all materials and equipment purchased for 
future construction by it. If the requested appropriation for the continuing 
fund for rentals to be paid to KAMO is denied, I am confident that a solution of 
the public power question in southwest Missouri, satisfactory to all concerned, 
could be accomplished. 

SPA proposes to build a substation at Carthage, Mo., at an estimated cost of 
$1,049,690, of which $1,029,690 has previously been appropriated and $20,000 
is requested for 1954. This substation will serve only KAMO, which proposes, 
as I have said, to serve only customers now being served by the electric com- 
panies. Construction of this substation has barely been started, so a refusal 
of the present request and a rescission of the previous appropriations would save 
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the Government $1,049,690. The Carthage substation is to be at the terminal of 
the Springfield-Carthage line already substantially completed, in spite of the 
njunctions of the Congress not to spend the money pending an attempt to secure 
a contract with Empire. There is no reason to spend over $1 million for a sub 
station, which serves no useful purpose, simply because a transmission line was 
built that had no justification. If the construction of the Carthage substation 
is stopped, and a satisfactory contract with SPA is worked out, Empire is willing 
to buy the Springfield-Carthage line, and such materials as may have been ordered 
for the Carthage substation, so that the Government will recover the money 
spent on their construction. The Missouri Public Service Co., of Warrensburg, 
Mo., is making a statement urging rescission of appropriations for the Clinton 
substation. 

Last year, I protested to this committee the granting of appropriations for 
miscellaneous construction, not earmarked for any particular project. This year, 
the miscellaneous construction fund, granted in previous years, has been allocated 
to specific projects, and it is shown that money is to be spent needlessly. The 
companies would be willing to supply the facilities for service to all of the com 
munities proposed to be served. For example, $106,819 has been allocated for an 
extension and substation to serve the town of Lockwood, in Empire’s service area 
Lockwood is only 2 miles from Empire’s lines, and Empire is willing to furnish 
the necessary facilities for its service. Other companies will be able to point out 
similar instances where Government money is to be wasted. We recommend 
that the money allocated for service to Lockwood and all others in the miscel- 
laneous fund, likewise unnecessary, be rescinded 

If the committee will deny the appropriation requests ($276,000 for rentals on 
the KAMO system, and $20,000 for the Carthage substation), and rescind the 
appropriations made ($1,029,690 for the Carthage substation, and $106,819 for 
the Lockwood substation), as I have urged, the United States will save $1,482,509, 
as well as many millions in the future, in the service area of Empire alone 

Again, I urge the committee to stop this wasteful expenditure of money in 
western Missouri, both by SPA and REA, and give the Department of the Interior 
an opportunity to study the situation, with the hope that a contract can be nego 
tiated between the companies and the Government that not only will save the 
Government millions and millions of dollars but will establish a sound basis for 
the future. 


Mr. McKer. I would like to say at the outset, on behalf of our com 
panies and the others in Missouri, supporting what Mr. Custer told 
you, and in further response to the questions propounded by Dr. Fen 
ton, there has never been at any time a power shortage in the area 
There isn’t one now and. with the continuing construction program of 
the electric companies, there will be none. Every cooperative supply 
ing the farmers has always had all the power it needs, and they have 
been assured by us of an adequate supply for the future. There is 
nothing to the power-shortage statement. I have appeared before this 
committee many times in the past. I told you then how Empire is 
interconnected with the rest of the companies in the area and how it is 
in a position to take the power from the Federal projects and, through 
the systems of the companies in the area, every customer can receive 
service and Government power can be marketed. 

The marketing of the peaking power from the Government’s hydro- 
plants by the electric companies would save the United States some 
£33 million in western Missouri, and some $77 million in the Southwest 
power-marketing area. That is money now being spent by the 
(sovernment. 

Even though this unnecessary program by the Government has ad- 
vanced, it is not too late to hold it up and to save this huge, waste- 
ful expenditure. This committee has been informed from time to 
time of the efforts of electric companies in the southwestern area to 
negotiate a contract with the Southwestern Power Administration 
for the marketing of hydroelectric power. 
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The companies have repeatedly demonstrated their willingness to 
contract. The Department of the Interior has demonstr ated its un 
willingness to contract. Subsequent to the passage of the appropria 
tions bill for 1952, as a result of an admonition of the Congress, in 
October 1951, 12 electric companies, including Empire, again began 
negotiating with the Southwestern Power Administration. As a re 
sult, a contract was agreed upon between the companies and the Ad 
ministrator which was put in an approved form in December 1951. 
In January of 1952 this contract, with a recommendation for its execu 
tion, was forwarded by the Administrator of the Southwestern Powe: 
Administration to Secretary Chapman. It stayed on the Secretary's 
desk until January 15, 1953, a full year, and then was disapproved by 
him. This agreement has become known as the M+5-R draft, and has 
been supplied to you and entered in evidence last year. I do not know 
what the policy of the Department of the Interior will be in regard to 
the marketing of Government hydropower, and what attitude ‘will be 
taken toward the contract relations with the electrie companies. 

The companies believe that there should be a complete review of thi 
power-marketing situation in the southwest by the Department of the 
Interior, and principles and policies should be established by the De 
partment before any successful efforts can be made to solve this ques- 
tion. The companies are eager and willing to cooperate and at that 
time to reopen contractual negotiations. I do not mean by that state 
ment that the companies are not anxious to negotiate, but we have 
tried and tried and we feel that principles could be—at least that is 
my feeling—principles should be established so that we could have 
some guidepost to work under and to know that when we worked out a 
contract it could be approved and placed into efiect. In my opinion 
the Congress has certainly made an effort to indicate its desire that, 
where possible, Government hydropower in the Southwest should be 
marketed without the construction by the Government of a duplicat 
ing public power system. 

In my opinion, it has been the policy of the Department of the 
interior to override the Congress in this matter. This can be illus 
trated by the activities of the Department of the Interior in western 
Missour!. When appropriations were being sought by the departments 
ee fiscal years 1951 and 1952, it is clear that the Congress intended 
that the money Sate to Southwestern Power Administra 
tion a8 the western Missouri project was not to be spent until every 
effort had been made to negotiate a contract. 

Cited in my filed statement is the committee’s recommendation. 

Mr. Jensen. Have you had any contacts with the present Secretary 
of Interior regarding that proposed contract and your willingness to 
enter into a contract ? 

Mr. McKee. We haven't discussed this with the Secretary. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you expect to? 

Mr. McKee. Yes, s 

Mr. JENSEN. oe ad so informed the new Secretary ? 

Mr. McKee. That we are ready to negotiate ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. McKee. I personally have not had a meeting with the Secretary 
Mowever—-— ; 

Mr. Wirkes. Could I butt in? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 
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Mr. Witkes. When I was in Washington some 30 days ago I went 
to see Governor Aandahl and discussed with him our contract negotia- 
tions. He said I wish you would go back and renew negotiations. 
He said if you can’t get together on a contract then come and let me 
now and come up here and work it out in my office. 

We feel sure that we are going to get fair treatment. There is no 
loubt that we can work it out. 

Mr. Jensen. Are there other companies represented here who are 
negotiating at the present time for such contracts 

Mr. Wiixes. All of them are. 

Mr. JeNsEN. You are all under 

Mr. Witkes. Mr. McPherson is with the Empire District and talked 
to Governor Aandahl. He was with me at the time. 

Mr. JENSEN. Do you mean to say that all the c¢ ompanie s here repre 
sented are at this time ready and willing to negotiate such contract as 
ou have been debating over these many years with Mr. Wright ¢ 

Mr. Gressev. There is one exception to that. The Oklahoma com 
panies now have a contract. 

Mr. Wires. I can make this unequivocal statement: The 12 com- 
panies are ready and willing to enter into negotiations and work out 
under whatever the new policy may be, a fair and equitable contract. 
Weare ready to do that. 

Mr. Norreii. Your statement would cover all of them ? 

Mr. Wixkes. Yes, sir; except Union Electric Co., which does not 
operate in the area. 

Mr. Norrei. The contract that was worked out about a vear ago 
as submitted to Mr. Chapman—if the present Secretary of the Interior 
s willing to take that contract, you ie willing to sign it? 

Mr. Witkes. There are some changes, Mr. Congressman, that will 
have to be made on account of the decision of the Supreme Court of 
(Arkansas. Some of the conditions of the contract will have to be 
hanged. It is nothing that should cause any trouble to work out. It 
an be worked out in the light of the new setup. 

Mr. Wirxes. The 12 companies are ready to negotiate a fair and 
equitable contract for the purchase of this power and energy from 
multiple-purpose projects at rates that will be fair and equitable to 
the Government, fair and equitable to ourselves, and fair and equi 
table to our customers. There are changes from the M—5—-R draft, 
which are necessitated by the fact that the Arkansas case has required 
a change of some of the conditions of the contract. But the changes 
are not very great and they are not insurmountable. 

Mr. JenseEN. Could you recite briefly where you think those 
changes—what do you think those changes should be ? 

Mr. Wiikes. The principal change is, under the ruling of the 
Arkansas court, the companies are going to have to keep the cus 
tomers themselves and they are going to have to deliver power and 
energy to those customers at a rate to be agreed upon between the 
Department of the Interior, the sales agent of the hydro energy, 
and the companies. Those rates will have to be ap yproved by the 
Federal Power Commission before we deliver the power and energy 
to preferred customers over our lines and are paid by the delivery of 
kilowatts and kilowatt-hours from the Government, instead of with 
money. 
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Mr. Jensen. That is one reason why you say the continuing fund 
is not necessary ¢ 

Mr. Wiixes. It is not necessary; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. As soon as these contracts are entered into, then the 
continuing fund will not be necessary because of the changes whi 
will be made in the proposed contracts ¢ 

Mr. Wixkes. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Will you continue? 

Mr. McKee. The point that I am leading up to, and endeavoring 
to make in my statement, is this: The Congress and your committe: 
told the SPA on the Western Missouri project, in granting them some 
$5 million, that it was not to be used unless a contract could bx 
negotiated. 

Last year we were negotiating a contract, and all through that 
period construction was being carried out on the Western Missour 
project which is this blue line from Mansfield to Springfield to Cai 
thage, Mo., costing some $5 million, 

This line from Springfield, Mo., to Carthage was supposed to serve 
the Kamo Electric Cooperative, which is the cooperative that is unde: 
litigation and which has some 800 miles of transmission line proposed 
to be built and which the SPA proposes to acquire through the con 
tinuing fund. 

My point is this, very briefly: This construction by Kamo is only 
partially completed. Out of 800 miles they have only some 60 miles 
of line actually completed. 

Mr. JENsEN. What line are you talking about ? 

Mr. McKee. The line that is completed is the line from Miami, 
Okla., to Cassville, Mo., to Springfield, Mo. That is shown by the 
solid red line on the map and in‘the similar map attached to my filed 
statement. 

The large dashed line, the line from the point between Crane, Mo., 
and Springfield to Carthage, is just barely started in construction. 
The red lines extending from Carthage to Clinton, Mo., and from 
Clinton south to Larussell, Mo., is under contract. No work has 
been done in the field except some right-of-way. The small dotted 
line is that which is further proposed. The point I wish to make is 
this: These lines of Kamo are an absolute duplication. It is true 
that this committee has no direct control over appropriations to the 
REA. 

You do have control over the matter of the continuing fund with 
which SPA is going to buy those lines. Those lines are an absolute 
duplication ; there is not a single customer proposed to be served that 
is not now receiving service or that can receive service at any place 
in the future. 

If the Kamo system is not stopped, the uneconomic results will be 
as Mr. Porter testified and it would be doubtful if any company could 
acquire it because they would have no use for it if complet tec. 

My point is this: The SPA through its appropriation for western 
Missouri of some $5 million-odd hasn’t started the construction of the 
Carthage substation. I have pictures showing the status of construc 
tion. They are just drilling a well. They propose to spend a million 
dollars building that substation. 

The substation never was needed, as I have testified. It isn’t needed 
now. It would only supply some further lines which would only take 
customers now being served away. 
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If a million dollars is not spent on the Carthage substation, they 
can acquire and offers to acquire this line from Springfield to Car- 
thage, and thereby relieve the Government of that expense. We can 
in time use it prudently—not right now; it isn’t needed. Some day 

can use it and we can use it as a low voltage line until it is needed. 

Because there has been three-quarters of a million dollars spent, 
there is no reason under good business practice to spend another mil- 
lion dollars. We could absorb the Springfield-Carthage line. If this 
substation is built and this $33,000,000 program is continued, includ- 
ing $8,000,000 for KAMO right in that area, which is all duplication, 

[ don’t know how we can save the KAMO from this uneconomic situa 
hes it finds itself in. That is explained in my statement. 

If the KAMO program is stopped now, we again offer to buy any of 
the lines that KAMO has built. If they continue it gets to where we 
can’t use them. We could use certain lines that they have built. We 
could do it if KAMO is stopped now. We could absorb it and stand 
ready and willing to negotiate to do that. If it isn’t stopped now, and 
they continue to spend it becomes a duplicate system. The lack of 
economics of a duplicate system, as Mr. Porter testified, is fundamental 
in the utility business. That is why we have regulatory bodies in the 
(Jovernment to make sure that there is only one company system serv- 
ing in an area so it is economic. . 

That is why I ask in my statement that the money for the Carthage 
substation be rescinded, that the continuing fund be denied. That is 
the only way that your committee can control this waste of funds by 
the KAMO. They are going ahead with this program in the face of 
litigation. I ask that you give this immediate consideration. The 
hourglass is running out. We are willing to take all the materials that 
they have ordered for the Carthage substation, take all the poles and 
everything that KAMO has on order. We can use it in the industry, 
and turn this money back to the Government, and not one customer 

Mr. JensEN. At present prices? 

Mr. McKer. At true value as of today: yes. Last vear, I protested 
to this committee the granting of appropriations for miscellaneous 
construction, not earmarked for any particular project. This year, 
the miscellaneous construction fund, granted in previous years, has 
been allocated to specific projects, and it is shown that money is to be 
spent needlessly. The companies would be willing to supply the facili- 
ties for service to all of the communities proposed to be served. For 
example, $106,819 has been allocated for an extension and substation 
to serve the town of Lockwood, in Empire’s service area. Lockwood 
is only 2 miles from Empire’s lines, and Empire is willing to furnish 
the necessary facilities for its service. Other companies ‘will be able 
to point out similar instances where Government money is to be wasted. 
We recommend that the money allocated for service to Lockwood and 
all others in the miscellanous fund, likewise unnecessary, be rescinded. 

If the committee will deny the appropriation requests ($276,000 for 
rentals on the KAMO system, and $20,000 for the Carthage substa- 
tion), and rescind the appropriations made ($1,029,690 for the Carth- 
age substation, and $106,819 for the Lockwood substation), as I have 
urged, the United States will save $1,432,509, as well as many millions 
in the future, in the service area of Empire alone. 
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Again, 1 urge the committee to stop this wasteful expenditure o{ 
money in western Missouri, both by SPA and REA, and give the 
Department of the Interior an opportunity to study the situation, 
with the hope that a contract can be negotiated between the companies 
and the Government that not only will save the Government millions 
and millions of dollars, but will establish a sound basis for the future 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Mason / 

Mr. Mason. I am Carl J. Mason, vice president, Missouri Publi: 
Service Co, The company opposes all of the appropriations currently 
being requested by the Southwestern Power Administration for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, relating to the construction of sub 
station facilities within the service area of the company and, in add 
tion opposes ap propri: itions for geners al pl: unt and equipment, and 
other items which will affect the company. 

The projects and items are as follows: 

I. Western Missouri project 

(a) Clinton substation 
Il. Miscellaneous construction 
(a) Lamar substation 
III. General plant and equipment 
(a) All items 
IV. Continuing fund 
(a) Northwesteyn Electric Power Cooperative 
Purchase of power and service charges, and control of transmission 
lines 


Southwestern Power Administration (SPA) proposes to construct 
a substation at Clinton, Mo., which, in turn, is proposed to be served 
from the Missouri City—Bull Shoals 154-kilovolt line leased by SPA 


from the Northwestern Electric Power Cooperative. 

The original cost of the substation was estimated at $714,850; where 
as the estimated cost shown in the current budget is $1,081,475. 

As of March 25, 1953, no actual construction work has been started 
on the Clinton substation. The approximate commitments (except 
for minor cost of real-estate procurement) made to date by SPA 
against previous appropriations for this project total about $297,956. 

Notwithstanding the pending lawsuit in the District Court for the 
District of Columbia which seriously questions the legality of the pro- 
posed lease contracts between SPA and Northwestern Power Cooper- 
ative, and the decision of the Supreme Court of Arkansas, ruling on a 
similar suit in the Arkansas Electric Cooperative, Inc., case, SPA now 
plans to receive bids from manufacturers on April 8, 1953, covering 
oil circuit breaker switching equipment for this station. 

The Missouri Public Service fo, is opposed to the current request 
for appropriations by SPA on the same ground that the company has 
opposed all previous appropriations for this project; namely, that 
there is no power shortage within the-area served by the company. 

There are no immediate future power requirements of the area 
which cannot be met by existing transmission lines, transmission lines 
under construction, the present power-generating sources of the com- 
pany and power-generating sources under construction by the com- 
pany, and other interconnected power sources of the company. 

The company now serves 7 rural distributing cooperatives at 

15 points within the general area proposed to be served from these sub- 
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station facilities. The company has consistently met all of the re 
quire ments of the cooperatives to be served from these substation fa 
cilities, beginning with a demand of 156 kilowatts in 1940 and reach 

ng a total of 8.114 kilowatts in January 1953. Such requirements 

ave been carried without any restriction whatever on the cooperatives. 

Almost 3 years ago the company received inquiry from most of the 
‘ooperatives within the area to be served by these proposed substation 
facilities, in which the cooperatives specified their anticipated demands 
and energy requirements for the years 1955 and 1960, at then present 
ind proposed future points of de livery. 

Promptly after receiving the requests the company made written 
commitments to serve all of the anticipated requirements at all of the 
points requested by the cooperatives, and offered new power contracts 
at lower rates to the cooperatives. 

Receipt of the contracts was never acknowledged by the cooperatives 
which again indicates that such inquires and estimated demands were 
likely initiated by the Washington offices of REA with the intent of 
alleging a power shortage within the area served by the company. 

Today, these same cooperatives would need to increase their power 
demands by 282 percent to equal the anticipated 1955 power demands, 
and 420 percent to equal the power demands estimated for 1960, 

When consideration is given to the fact that in 1951 the total 
demands of all the cooperatives increased 35.98 percent over 1950, 
and in 1952 the total demand increased only 12.34 percent over 1951, 
coupled with the fact that not less than 40 percent of the farms within 
the service area of the company now receive electrie service, either 
from the cooperatives or from the company, it becomes obvious that 
the mereased requirements of the cooperatives will most. likely not 
equal the percents stated above. 

In view of the fact that so many of the farms within the service 

area of the company now have electric service, it is obvious that. in- 
crease in future load of the cooperatives must be, in the main, derived 
from the increased usage of existing customers rather than through 
adding new customers. 

Some increase in usage is certain to occur, but the amounts required 
to equal the power demands estimated for 1955 and 1960 now appear 
to have been primarily for alleging a power shortage within the 
service area of the company in justific ation for the construction of the 
Clinton substation facilities. 

In view of the above facts, it is again evident that the Clinton sub- 
station project. was never necessary, and is not now necessary to meet 
the power requirements of rural cooperatives within the entire west 
central Missouri area. 

The SPA Administrator, in the justification for appropriations for 
the fiseal year ending June 30, 1953, for the western Missouri project, 
of which the Clinton substation is a part, stated that, 

The entire project was planned as an absolutely essential system to be con- 
strueted by the Government to provide the means of serving its customers, and 
for integration of its hydroelectric generation with the systems of cooperatives 
and private utilities in the area. That purpose has not been altered and any 
arrangements with private utilities will not reduce the necessity of its 
construction. 
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Since the company now meets the service requirements of its area, 
and there is no integration of Government hydroelectric-generating 
facilities with the generating facilities of cooperatives provided for in 
the Clinton substation, it is evident that such project is intended to 
further develop Government-owned electric power systems within 
the area served by the company. 

The commitment of $297,956, referred to above, relates to standard 
items of equipment used by the utility industry. The Missouri Public 
Service Co. stands ready to negotiate for the purchase of all the equip- 
ment included in the above amount. 

Such purchase, coupled with the denial by this committee of the 
funds currently requested by SPA for the Clinton substation project 
and rescinding all of the funds previously appropriated but not yet 
spent nor committed, will save the Government approximately $1,081,- 
475. Such denial will in no way affect adequacy of the power supply 
of all the rural-distribution cooperatives within the area served by 
the company. 

SPA proposed to c onstruct a 69-kilovolt substation near Lamar, Mo. 
The 69-kilovolt line from which this substation is proposed to be 
served is one of the lines covered by a questionable lease contract 
between SPA and KAMO supercooperative. The legality of this 
lease contract, like the one referred to above, is being seriously ques- 
tioned in the District Court for the District of Columbia. The legality 
of such proposed lease arrangement has been actually ruled upon by 
the Supreme Court of Arkansas in the case of the Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

Aside from the questionable legality of the contract, the substation 
project is unnecessary. The proposed substation will likely be situ- 
ated directly across the road from where the company now has a 69- 
kilovolt subst: ation. 

The company’s substation is served from the 69- kilovolt transmis- 
sion line through which the Missouri Public Service Co. is intercon- 
nected with the Empire District Electric Co. 

The line proposed to be constructed by Government agencies will 
closely parallel the above line owned by the companies all the way from 
Carthage to Nevada, Mo., a distance of approximately 60 miles. 

The substation project proposed by SPA is intended to serve the 
city of Lamar and a distributing cooperative, which is a member of 
KAMO, the super cooperative. 

The Missouri Public Service Co. now has a contract with the city 
of Lamar, in which it commits to serve the requirements of the city. 
Likewise, the company has a contract with the distributing coopera- 
tive in which it agrees to serve its requirements. 

The Lamar substation project is unnecessary, and it is respectfully 
requested that this committee rescind all previous appropriations for 
miscellaneous construction projects not presently committed and on 
which no work has been started. 

In lieu of a fund labeled “Miscellaneous construction,” it is also 
recommended that henceforth the SPA be required to list in specific 
detail all of the projects for which appropriations are pea. 

A specific listing of projects in the above manner would enable the 
committee to retain control of the projects for which it appropriates 
funds and thereby prevent the SPA from constructing facilities to 


” 
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serve consumers now being served by this and other companies in the 
SPA area without specific consent of Congress. 

The requests for general plant equipment are alleged to be necessary 
in order to provide for “acquisition of capital items necessary for the 
operation and maintenance of the Administration’s transmission 
system.” 

The estimated cost of such items totals $300,000. The request is being 
made without regard to the fact that the legality of the means by 
which SPA proposes to acquire a transmission system is being seri- 
ously questioned in the district court for the District of Columbia, and 
without regard to the fact that the Supreme Court of Arkansas has 
ruled in a similar case involving the Arkansas Electric Cooperative, 
Inc. 

It is respectfully petitioned that this committee deny appropriations 
to SPA for general plant and equipment funds. Such denial will not 
seriously affect SPA’s operation for the current fiscal year. 

The total continuing fund appropriations currently requested by 
SPA amount to $5,650,000. Included in this total is an amount of 
$2,145,000 to cover the cost of purchasing steam power and leasing 
lines from the Northwest super cooperative, situated within the area 
served by this company. 

The legality of the contract through which SPA proposes to pur- 
chase the electrical output from the steam plant and lease the lines of 
the super cooperative is under serious question in the district court 
for the District of Columbia. 

In addition, the Supreme Court of Arkansas has ruled specifically 
on the point of the authority of SPA to acquire the electrical output 
from steam generating stations in the case of the Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative, “Ine. 

In view of these facts and the state of construction of the coopera- 
tive’s generating plant and transmission lines, such funds are not 
necessary for SPA’s operations during the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1954. 

It is respectfully requested that this committee deny to SPA appro- 
priations for the continuing fund referred to above. 
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Mr. JENSEN. We are pleased to have with us today Mr. Ernest C. 
Wood, chairman of the Advisory Committee on Power for the South- 
west, and I believe you are manager of the Farmers’ Electric Coopera- 
tive of Chillicothe, Mo. ? 

Mr. Woop. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. You may proceed, Mr. Wood. 

Mr. Woop. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement I would like 
to submit for the record. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST C, Woop, CHAIRMAN, ApviIsoRY COM MITTRE ON POWER FOR 
rHE SOUTHWEST 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Ernest C. Wood. 
I live at Chillicothe, Mo., and am manager of Farmers’ Electric Cooperative, 
*, a rural electric distribution cooperative, with headquarters office in that 


I appear before you in my capacity as chairman of the Advisory Committee 
on Power for the Southwest, a voluntary organization of representatives of rural 
eleetrie cooperatives and municipal utilities, with activities directed to power 
problems on the level of wholesale requirements. Cooperative and municipal 
representatives from the States of Arkansas, Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Okla- 
homa, and Texas participate in committee activities. 

Our committee has functioned since 1947, attempting to coordinate the problems 

f power supply and power requirement of the cooperatives and municipalities 
in, and immediately adjacent to, the service area of the SPA. 

Our appearance before you today is in behalf of the budgeted requirement 
of the SPA continuing fund, which is the implementing factor in all arrange- 
ments for delivery of federally generated hydropower in the Southwest area 


THE POWER SITUATION 


This Southwest area has been sorely plagued for adequate supplies of electric 
power for years Power shortages still exist in many places. This, in spite 
of the construction of added generation and transmission facilities by commercial 
companies and by cooperatives during recent years. Constantly increasing power 
usage creates new areas of need, almost as rapidly as needs are satisfied in other 
areas. 

Recently, the Texas Power & Light Co. has been desperately seeking 50,000 
to 75,000 kilowatts of capacity. During the past winter the Missouri Power & 
Light Co. was purchasing power in small quantities of 1,000 to 2,000 kilowatts 
from the Chillicothe municipal utility. In western Oklahoma the commercial 
company negotiated for the surplus output of the steam plant of the Western 
Farmers Power Cooperative, even to the extent of increasing the plant capacity. 

In north-central Missouri the Missouri Power & Light Co. has duplicated its 
major 383-kilovolt lines with new 69-kilovolt facilities. In south-central Mis 
souri the Sho-Me Power Corp. is securing SPA power into its new 69-kilovolt 
system over the newly constructed 161-kilovolt line, built from Bull Shoals Dam 
in Arkansas through Mansfield, Mo., by the Central Electric Power Cooperative 
of Jefferson City, Mo. 

In northern Arkansas and southern Missouri the power supply for 3 to 5 years 
hence has become critical with recent contractual agreement to divert Bull 
Shoals pewer te an aluminum plant now being constructed in western Arkansas. 
Contracts entered into between cooperatives and municipalities and the SPA 
in 1949, and during subsequent years, were predicated on the availability of 
Bull Shoals power. Accelerated construction of Table Rock Dam is imperative 
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to assure that these contractual arrangements be not disrupted, with consequer 
power curtailment to consumers on cooperative and municipal systems. 


THE PREFERENCE CLAUSE 


The so-called preference clause is really a provision of equality establish 
equal availability to all to secure their return on the investment of their tay 
dollars in multiple projects, undiminished by private profit. It excludes no one 
it merely defines the order of purchasers, if there is more than one such pur 
chaser. 

The preference clause is not new. It is a long-standing policy of our Federal 
Government. It was written into law way back in 1906 and has been supported 
by every Congress and by every administration since then, Republican or Demo 
erat. It has been reaffirmed and strengthened 10 different times by as many dif 
ferent sessions of Congress. As contained in the Flood Control Act of 1944 
provides: Preference in the sale of such power and energy shall be given 
public bodies and cooperatives. 

The preference clause actually runs to the people, for cooperatives and public 
bodies are nothing more than combinations of the people themselves, formed to 
take care of their power needs without the intervention of commercial pow: 
interests. 

Men and women in their homes have a greater investment in the power busi 
ness than does any commercial utility or cooperative. It costs 2 to 3 times as 
much to buy the equipment to use the electricity and wire the house as it does to 
buy all the equipment required to furnish it to the consumer. People are the 
big stockholders and are the ones in the final analysis who pay the whole bill. 

The report of the Missouri Basin Survey Commission, resulting from exten 
sive research and numerous public hearings held throughout the basin area and 
released February 20, 1953, makes this comment: “The preference arrangements 
in existing law have operated in practice to direct federally generated power t 
the points of immediate need, where further electrical development would be 
most seriously restrained, if not prevented entirely, without it. 

“In the Missouri Basin the priorities to preference customers also reasonably 
insure that Federal power reaches, in fact, the domestic and rural consumers 
it is intended by law to benefit.” 


PUBLIC OWNERSHIP 


The recognition of the rights of people in the preference clause is based 01 
public ownership of natural resources. Such ownership is in people—the men 
and women who comprise the Nation; not in Government, nor in commercial 
enterprise. Democratic government is entrusted by its citizens to be the trustee, 
or custodian, of the properties of such citizens and is responsible to them for the 
handling of such properties. 

Actually what the Government owns, the people own. This, also, is not new 
rather it has been recognized since Colonial days. In volume 1 of the United 
States Statutes an ordinance for the government of the territory of the United 
States northwest of the River Ohio was adopted July 13, 1787, as follows 
Article IV: “The navigable waters heading into the Mississippi and the St 
Lawrence * * * shall be common highways and forever free.” 

President Theodore Roosevelt advocated: “Any plan for utilizing inland 
waterways should * * * look to the full use of our running waters * * * for 
the benefit of the people as a whole.” 

Just as public ownership of inland waterways is recognized in the Flood 
Control Act, many other activities of the Federal Government also recognize 
public ownership. It is recognized in making public lands available first to 
the homesteader, who will occupy and use the land himself. It is recognized 
in Government operation of national parks, rather than turning them over to 
profit-making organizations for operation. It is recognized in making surplus 
foods available to school children, for free or cheaper lunches, in public and 
nonprofit cooperative schools, but not to private schools operated for profit. 

Our farmers and others, in the Southwest area, as individual citizens of their 
Government, look to that Government to exercise its trusteeship, with respect to 
hydroelectric generating facilities operated by the Government in the Southwest, 
to the maximum benefit of its citizens. There should not, and need not, be 
allowance for profit-exploitation; rather, policies should be carried out which 
will encourage the most widespread use by the people at the lowest cost. 
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POWER INTERCHANGE ARRANGEMENTS 


The mere writing of the Flood Control Act does not accomplish the end re- 
Congress blueprinted the pattern by which the public shall be allowed 
iccess to the electrical output of publicly owned facilities. There must be 
onstruction and/or acquisition of facilities, or acquisition of the use of facilities, 
o provide for delivery of the power to the people. 
The Flood Control Act of 1944 provides: Electric power and energy generated 
reservoir projects * * * shall be delivered to the Secretary of the Interior, 
ho shall transmit and dispose of such power and energy in such manner as to 
encourage the most widespread use thereof at the lowest possible rates to con 
imers consistent with sound business principles * * *. The Secretary of the 
Interior is authorized, from funds to be appropriated by the Congress, to con- 
struct or acquire, by purchase or other agreement, only such transmission lines 
ind related facilities as may be necessary in order to make the power and energy 
enerated at said projects available in wholesale quantities for sale on fair and 
easonable terms and conditions to facilities owned by the Federal Government, 
ublic bodies, cooperatives, and privately owned companies. 

The most widespread use * * * at the lowest possible rates to consumers con- 
sistent with sound business principles can only be achieved through a maximum 
f integration of thermal generation with the hydrogeneration in the SPA area. 
The power produced at these multiple projects is best utilized as peaking power, 
supplementing thermal generation, and as peaking power it becomes more valu- 
able, resulting in greater income from investment by the Government, As peaking 
power its use can be spread over a much greater area, with benefit to more people, 
It contributes to decreased overall costs of generation because of increased 
efficiency of thermal generation, base-loaded around the clock, and reduced 
installation investment resulting from elimination of peaking and standby 
generators, again resulting to the benefit of the people. The combined result 
markets the hydropower in the interests of sound business principles 

To accomplish these beneficial results SPA has entered into contractual 
igreements with four commercial power companies for interchange and delivery 
of power. These contracts result in integration of hydro and thermal generation 
and increase available capacity in the area, resulting in lower energy costs for all. 

Also, SPA has entered into contractual agreements with seven generation and 
transmission cooperatives for interchange and delivery of power. These con- 
tracts achieve the same desirable results as do the contracts of the commercial 
power companies, 


THE CONTINUING FUND 


Differences in methods of accounting for power and energy exchanged, pur- 
chased and sold under the terms of these two groups of contracts have resulted 
in a much propagandized reflection of favoritism to the cooperative groups, in 
that the requirement for the continuing fund is so much greater to effectuate 
the cooperative contracts as compared to the company contracts. A detailed 
analysis of the values of all exchanges, purchases, and sales under each type 
of contract, proves this reflection to be completely erroneous. 

The commercial power company contracts with the SPA provide for delivery 
hy the SPA, into the system of the company, certain quantities of capacity And 
electric energy, with the right of the SPA to recapture, from the company 
system, specified maximum quantities of capacity and electric energy for resale. 
The recapture of capacity and electric energy by the SPA from the company 
system is specified in the contracts to be in lesser quantities than is originally 
delivered into the company system by the SPA. Payment is made, to a sub 
stantial extent, by the return of electric power and not by cash payment. In 
addition, a rental-of-facility payment, in the form of wheeling or delivery fee, 
is paid by the SPA to the company. 

The generation and transmission cooperative contracts provide for purchase 
by the SPA of the full output of the cooperative generating plant, and for sale 
to the cooperative of its full requirement of electric power and energy. The 
complete service of each party to the other, by these contracts with the generation 
and transmission cooperatives, is paid for in full by cash transaction including 
dollar evaluation of any real or imaginary service. 

Power company contracts, authorizing an exchange of electric power, with 
only partial dollar evaluation for services, do not meet the requirement of Con 
gress that “all receipts from the transmission and sale of electric power and 
energy, generated or purchased, shall be covered into the Treasury of the United 
States as miscellaneous receipts.” 
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Power company contracts with the SPA should be analyzed and a dollar a: 
cents value placed on every kilowatt of capacity, every kilowatt-hour of energy 
every component of electric power and/or energy and on every service, real 
imaginary, rendered by either party to the other. Full payment should be mad 
for all exchanges and services by each party to the other and accounting record 
should so reflect the full scope and value of all transactions. Bartering shou 
be eliminated from contracts by the Government as the trustee of its citizens 


SUMMARY 


To fulfill its obligations on both types of contracts, the SPA, as authoriz 
by Congress each year, pays its obligations out of an earnings—continuing fun 
The use of the continuing fund, to date, has been much greater with the coope 
tives because the use of cooperative lines and kilowatt-hours sold to coopera 
tives are paid for in dollars, rather than by compensating blocks of free capac 
and power and by compensating exchange of kilowatt-hours. 

The continuing fund, being a congressional appropriations out of earnings 
is recovered in full each year though exchange and sales of power and energ) 
Suggested adjustment in power-company contracts would increase the « 
tinuing fund requirement to implement these contracts, but would be offset b) 
compensating cash income 

Failure by Congress to approve the continuing fund would make inoperative 
the various contracts, presently in force. Its absence would reestablish com- 
mercial power company monopoly at the bus bars—they would not have to 
negotiate, in a competitive manner, for the hydropower, but could name their 
own price. And the Government would secure less revenue from the sale of its 
power through the SPA. Farmers—tillions of them—wonld pay more for thei 
wholesale power. Plaus and programs built up over a period of 10 years would 
be nullified 

Coupled with these losses would be loss of the rights of people to utilize a 
product, without interference—a product of the rain that falls on the farms and 
runs into the rivers. 

Qur committee has repeatedly endorsed the SPA contracts with the comme 
cial power companies, so long as they reflect the provisions of the Flood Contr 
Act of 1944, as amended. We recommend the suggested changes in the compar 
contract in evaluation of all exchanges and services, payment therefor in ca 
and record reflection of such transactions. We tirmly believe in the theory 
live and let live and seek to traintain the right to live, powerwise 

Our committee actively supports an adequate continuing fund to enable 
SPA to make payments under interchange, 
heretofore entered into in good faith with commercial power companies, ro 
electric Cooperatives, and municipalities, which is the implementing part of 
Flood Control Act of 1944, as amended. 

We respectfully request the favorable approval, by vour subcommittee, of 
full amount of the continuing fund for the SPA and recommendation foi 
approval and passage to the full committee and the Congress. 

Thank you. 


Mr. Woop. I would like to tell you just a little bit about the advisory 
committee on power for the Southwest. You understand South 
western Power Administration serves all or parts of six States, that 
is its service area. Our committee is strictly a voluntary organizatio 
of representatives of cooperatives and of municipalities in that six 
State area. 

We have appeared before committees of Congress since 1947. We 
appeared before your committee in the 80th Congress. We work 
entirely on power supply problems to our mutual interest on a whole 
sale basis. 

Within our group we have a great many who have contracts wit! 
the Southwestern Power Administration for the interchange of power 
Those are the so-called G. and T. cooperatives. 

Mr. Jensen. What do you mean by that? 

Mr. Woop. Generation and transmission, financed through the 
Rural Electrification Administration. 


lease, purchase, and sales contract 





541 


The Southwestern Power Administration has entered into con 
tractual agreements with seven generation and transmission coopera 

ves for interchange and delivery ot power. Most of the seven have 

least an option type of contract, some of them directly with SPA 
ind some indirectly, but these contracts achieve the same desirable 
results as do the contracts of the commercial power companies; that 
s, all of them can participate in the flood control rights as set up for 
publie bodies and cooperatives. 

We have always had power problems in the Southwest area, some 
imes one place and scmetimes another. During the past 6 or & 

months the Texas Power & Light Co. has been desperately seeking 
50,000 kilowatts of ¢ apac ity. The V have been trying to get it thro ia 
SPA and other sources. In Missouri, during the past winter the Mis 
ouri Power & Light Co. was purchasing as little as 1,000 kilowatts 
urplus power from the municipal plant at Chillicothe. 

SPA has entered into contracts with four commercial power com 
panies for interch: inge and deliver V of power. These contracts result 
in integration of hydro and thermal generation, and as peaking power 
t becomes more valuable, and probably the Government receives a 
better return. 

We have endorsed the principle of company contracts. The In 
erior Department files should contain two resolutions by our organ 
zation endorsing a 12-company contract; not necessarily endorsing 
t as written, but endorsing the principle of it, because we recognize 
that the power companies fit into that picture. We and SPA alone 

annot profitably handle that power down there. 

Of course our primary interest is the continuing fund. That is 
the implementing factor in the operation of our contracts with SPA 
and also with the power companies. 

The continuing fund for the cooperative contracts, of course, is 
much greater than that for the contracts for SPA to operate with the 
power companies, but we suggested last year and are suggesting again 
that if the power company contracts were compared to ours, that dif 
ference would not exist. The power company contracts trade in. It 
s like a trade of horses between neighbors. If the difference in value 
o {the two horses is $25, the one with the higher priced horse receives 

£25, and $25 is all the difference there is. That is the way the powe 
company contracts are written. 

I have two contracts th: at SPA wrote with power companie S In 
one it provides that SPA shall deliver 25,000 kilowatts of capacity in 
the power company system, and would have the right to within oF 
20,000 kilowatts. and T have heard Mr. Wright say that is one of 
principles he writes those contracts on. The inducement is to vive 
them a bloc of kilowatts of capacity. That is not even evaluated on 
the books. We contend if every kilowatt-hour of energy was eval 

ated, and if the power companies pay for everything delivered in 
their system, and SPA pays for everything it recovers and delivers to 
preferred customers, you would find that the continuing fund for 
power company contracts would have to be much greater than required 
for the cooperative contracts. 

It has been represe nted that the continuing fund to operate the 
cooperative contract is a subsidy. Yet we contend that if the com 
pany contract is thoroughly analyzed, there might be a different con 
clusion as to where the subsidy goes. We feel that the continuing 
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fund to operate the cooperative contracts should not be subject. to 
criticism until we know the net result of an analysis of the company 
contract. 

We in Missouri, for instance, in our G. and T. cooperatives, have 
approximately 181,000 of our cooperative members who are depend 
ent on those contracts. The district court here is going to decide if 
they are legal or not. Until that decision is rendered, so far as wi 
are concerned, we feel that things should go right on. 

We should not attempt to tell you how much continuing fund 
needed, but we feel we have valid contracts. The court might differ 
with us, and if so we will go along with it, but until it does we hope 
the continuing fund will be approved, and along with it there has to 
remain in there the preference clause. I understand some power com 
panies feel the preference clause is a good thing, and some do not. I: 
the Southwest, with the peaking power setup, the eet clause 
should not hurt anyone, because there is plenty of power for all. A 
group of us met with Secretary McKay, and he said he felt in the 
Southwest, with the peaking power setup, the preference clause should 
not hurt anyone. 

If you have any questions, I shall be glad to answer them. 

Mr. Jensen. I think you have covered the points very well. I would 
have asked if you had not mentioned them. 

Thank you, Mr. Wood. 

The next witness is Mr. L. R. Burrow. 

You may proceed, Mr. Burrow. 

Mr. Burrow. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, mj 
name is L. R. Burrow, manager of Western Farmers Electric Cooper- 
ative of Anadarko, Okla. 

This generating and transmission cooperative is now completing 
the construction of a 30,000-kilowatt steam generating plant, and has 
completed the construction of 520 miles of electrical transmission lines 
of a total of 950.2 miles to be built. 

This project is being financed by loan funds obtained from the Rural 
Electrification Administration. 

Western Farmers Electric Cooperative is not in the business of 
generating and transmitting electrical energy by choice, but through 
necessity. We regret that the utility companies did not have the 
vision to provide adequate electrical facilities to supply the require 
ments of the increased electrical demands of our cooperatives at a 
rate they could afford to pay. Had they done so, we would not be 
here today, as the building of a project such as ours would not have 
been necessary. 

These private utility companies have appeared before this and other 
committees of Congress, stating they had adequate electrical facili 
ties to supply the needs of Oki: ahoma for the next 10 years without 
increasing their facilities. 

Our studies indicated otherwise. The construction of our facilities 
began in June 1950. Since that time the private utilities have installed 
or have under construction additional generating facilities aggregat- 
ing 430,000 kilowatts. 

On December 15, 1945, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative en 
tered into contracts with the Southwestern Power Administration 
integrating our steam plant with the hydropower of the Govern- 
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ment, and for the leasing to and operation of the electrical trans- 
mission line to the Government. This contract is in truth and in faet 

wheeling contract of a different type, and accomplishes approxi- 
mately the same end results as do the contracts between the Govern- 
ment and private utility companies. 

These contracts have been approved by the Government. ‘The Con- 
gress had full knowledge of said contracts and appropriated money 
for the construction of a 138-kilovolt transmission line from Tupelo 
to Anadarko, Okla., for the sole purpose of complying with all of the 
provisions of the contracts. This line is completed and energized to 
our plant site. 

Our steam electrical generating plant is now ready to start and will 
be ready for commercial operation not later than May 15, 1953, and 
immediately upon the completion of the substation now under con 
truction by the Southwestern Power Administration, which is sched 
uled for September 1, 1953, these contracts between the United States 
ind the cooperatives will become operative. For this reason we urge 
this committee to make the necessary appropriation for the continuing 
fund to enable the United States Government to comply with its con 
tractual obligation with the cooperative and keep the faith with 50,000 
farm families in western Oklahoma and 700,000 farm families in 
the service area of the Southwestern Power Administration. 

In northeastern Oklahoma there is a transmission cooperative known 
as KAMO Electric Cooperative, with offices at Vinita, Okla. KAMO 
derives its name by using the first letter of the States that will be 
served from the transmission lines that are planned and being con- 
structed in the States of Kansas, Arkansas, Missouri, and Oklahoma. 

The history of the organization of K.AMO is parallel to that of other 
similar cooperatives. “Here, again, the private utilities miserably 
failed to provide adequate and needed facilities to supply the ever- 
increasing needs of the cooperatives’ electrical demands at a price they 
could afford to pay. The 100,000 farm families within this area had 
to be served, and KAMO was forced to provide the means and facili- 
ties to accomplish this objective. 

KAMO is a transmission cooperative only, and does not now plan 
construction of generating facilities. They, too, have entered into 
contractual arrangements with the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion for capacity and energy and the lease operation of its electrical 
transmission line. For the Government to carry out the terms of this 
contract, keeping faith with 100,000 farm families, requires the ap- 
propriation of a continuing fund by this Congress. 

IT am sure you gentlemen are aware of the action that has been 
brought by the utility companies of the State of Missouri against the 
transmission cooperatives of that State attacking the validity of the 
contracts between the Missouri cooperatives and the Government. 
This case has been tried in the Federal District Court of the District of 
Columbia, but to the best of my knowledge the court has not yet 
rendered a decision. 

There are, in my opinion, only two ways the contracts between the 
Government and the cooperatives can be abridged: First, by the Con- 
gress failing to make the necessary appropriations to enable the Gov- 
ernment to carry out the terms thereof; and, secondly, by the courts. 

I believe that the case that has been tried should be ruled on by the 
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court. To be sure that the court will pass upon all questions in this 
case, we again urge this committee to make the necessary appropria- 
tion for the continuing fund. 

Should you fail to make the appropriation, it might be said that 
inasmuch as the Congress has failed to make the appropriation for 
the continuing fund, the contracts between the Government and the 
cooperatives are inoperative and canceled, and for this reason there 
is no question now before the court for judicial determination. 

Since arriving in Washington and reviewing the record hearing of 
this committee, I have found that your distinguished chairman ha: 
introduced into the record, on page 397, a statement which in sub 
stance states that the continuing fund could be eliminated, since the 
Arkansas Supreme Court decision held that Southwestern Powe: 
Administration did not have the legal right to purchase steam power 
from the proposed generating plant: to be constructed by the Arkansas 
Electric Cooperative. 

Mr. Jensen. Wait,now. What do you say I said? 

Mr. Burrow. You did not say that, but that is the statement that 
you introduced, 

Mr. JeNseEN. I thought you said I said that. 

Mr. Burrow. No, sir; I beg your pardon. You introduced it into 
the record, I believe. 

Under the Arkansas decision, the court held that the State statute— 
the State statute, mind you, gentlemen—limited the sale of power of 
thee ooperat ive pl int to me »mbe rs of the cooper: itive in rural ares is only, 
and expressly denied the sale of power to governmental agenci 
because the Government, under the Arkansas law, could not Seine 
a member of the cooperative. 

Mr. Jensen. Just a minute. I hope you will understand that that 
memorandum was submitted to me, and in all fairness I read the 
memorandum in the presence of Mr. Wright, the Southwestern Powe: 
Administrator, to give him an opportunity to comment on it. 

Mr. Burrow. That is exactly according to the record, sir. But he 
did not make any comment on it. I believe he did make some statement 
on it. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Wright said: 


If the Federal courts should hold the same as the Arkansas Supreme Court has 
held, obviously these contracts would be held te be illegal, in which case ther 
would be no obligation by the Government. If, on the other hand, the Federa 
courts hold that the contracts are legal, then these amounts of money would be 
needed, That is the only comment I have to make. 

Mr. Jensen. I think, possibly, it is just about that simple. 

Mr. WriGHT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burrow. You realize that this decision only applies to the State 
of Arkansas and is not applicable to any other State, because the 
Arkansas statute limited the sale of power of the cooperative plant to 
its members, and Southwestern Power Administration could not 
become a member of the Arkansas cooperative. 

The State statutes of Oklahoma expressly give the cooperative 
of that State the right to purchase and sell power to governmental 
agencies and political subdivisions of that State; and I am informed 
that the statutes of the State of Missouri similarly provide. There is 
a gentleman from Missouri here, who might clarify that. 
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The contracts that we have entered into with the Government have 
been approved by the Solicitor’s office of the Department of Agri- 
culture, the Solicitor’s office of the Department of the Interior, and 
now meet the legal requirements of the existing Federal and State 
laws. In addition to that, our contracts have been investigated by the 
Congress and found to be all right. I think, in all fairness, Mr. Chair- 
man, to clarify this thing, I would like if you would permit the intro- 
duction of the entire opinion of the Supreme Court of Arkansas, to 
vether with the State law of Oklahoma, into the record. 

Mr. JENSEN. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Burrow, yesterday the supreme court decision on the State of 
Arkansas regarding this matter was inserted in the record. 

Now, here is the Rural Electric Cooperative Act of Oklahoma, which 
we will insert in the record. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. We will insert this Rural Electric Cooperative Act of 
Oklahoma in the record following the supreme court decision on the 
State of Arkansas. 

Mr. Burrow. Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to reemphasize what Mr. 
Wood just said, who preceded me, 

Mr. Jensen. Make the record show that this was done at the request 
of Mr. L. R. Burrow, of Anadarko, Okla. 

All right, Mr. Burrow. 

Mr. Burrow. I can assure you that the G and T cooperatives do 
not want to be subsidized by any Government agency, and I also 
gathered another thing from this statement that you introduced into 
the record that, apparently, this committee has done some work in 
having obtained somebody to look into the merits of these cases. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Mr. Burrow. Is that correct, sir? 

Mr. JensEN. That is right, a disinterested party. 

Mr. Burrow. A disinterested party; yes. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Burrow. And while we are looking into the record let us 
look into the contractual relations between SPA and the private util- 
ities as well as looking into the contracts between the co-ops and the 
Government. 

Mr. Jensen. Let. us get this straight. I have no knowledge of the 
employees of the Appropriations Committee having been directed to 
look into the contract between SPA and the Bureau of Reclamation: 
that is, specifically. An employee was given the job of being the 
headman of five people who are working for the Appropriations Com 
mittee looking into all of the matters that pertain to all of the agencies 
of the Department. 

Mr. Burrow. I see. 

Mr. Jensen. And because of this problem which has existed in the 
Southwestern Power Administration no doubt that is why he did make 
some research into this matter. 

Mr. Burrow. Yes. 

Mr. JENSEN. But as to specifically saying to him that he should do 
this I am sure he was never directed to do it. He has two men down 
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there from the General Accounting Office, by the way, that are loaned 
to the committee from the General Accounting Office and, naturally, 
those fellows would know about this matter. 

Mr. Burrow. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. He did have former Governor Miller of Utah work 
ing with him for about a month. 

Mr. Burrow. In other words, we would like to see the contracts 
both our contracts, and the contracts with the company put on a com 
parative basis for the record, because we just do not know, and have no 
way of knowing what they are evaluating that power for. 

The Appropriations Committe ‘e last year in their language required 
that all of the receipts derived shall be recovered into the 7 reasury Oo] 
the United States, yet our contracts between the Government and the 
SFA are on a cash basis, whereas the contracts between the ¢ ompanies 
and SPA are on an exchange basis. There is no way of evaluating 
those things. In our opinion, if the companies were paying the value 
for the energy they were buying from SPA and SPA were paying 
the value of the energy they are buying from the companies, the co1 
tinuing fund to carry out those contractual obligations would far 
exceed the continuing fund we require. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Burrow. 

Mr. Burrow. Are there any further questions, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Jensen. Who is the next witness ? 

Mr. Woop. The next witness is Mr. D. N. Beasley, of San Augus 
tine, Tex. ° 

Mr. Beastey. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, m) 
name is D. N. Beasley. I am manager of an electric distribution 
cooperative at San Augustine, Tex., and a member of the powe1 
advisory committee, of W hich Mr. Wood is chairman. 

I have been connected with my work for the past 15 years, and I 
would like to-speak in support of the SPA appropriation request, 
including the continuing fund and all other funds.” I want to try 
to bring to this committee’s attention some of the great benefits which 
we in the Southwest have derived from the operation of the South 
western Power Administration over the vears. 

Mr. Jensen. Is this a continuing contract ? 

Mr. Brastey. We are purchasing the greater portion of our power 
requirements from SPA at the present time. 

That is the thing I would like to touch on. 

Mr. Jensen. You also have a contract that involves private 
utilities ? 

Mr. Brastery. Yes, sit 

Mr. Jensen. I think your company is one of the companies that 
entered into that Texas contract, which more or less is the contract 
on which so many other contracts now are based, and from which 
they take many of the prov isions. 

Mr. Brastry. That is the Texas contract ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. I just wanted to get that straight. 

Mr. Brastey. The name of our cooperative is the Deep East Texas 
Electric Cooperative. 

In order that the committee may know, the major portion of our en 
tire power requirements are obtained now from SPA through the 
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transmission lines of the Texas Power & Light Co. We also have 
contracts with the Southwestern Gas & Electric Co. of Shreveport, 
ind with the Gulf States Utilities Co. at Beaumont. 

The operation of the Southwestern Power Administration with the 
fexas Power & Light Co. in Texas, I believe everyone agrees has been 
in outstanding success. 

It has resulted in the widest possible benefits over a great area of 
lexas without the necessity of the Government having to build a lot 
of transmission lines, duplicating, or otherwise. It has served the 
ooperatives well, and we are told repeatedly by the company that 
they are very happy with the arrangement also. 

I believe the record will not show opposition from the Texas Power 
& Light Co. to such an arrangement because they are being com- 
pensated, and they are receiving ints angible benefits from this integra- 
tion of power with the company’s portion from Denison Dam, and I 
would like to say that a great portion of Texas that is served by the 
lexas Power & Light Co., the eastern half of Texas and the State of 
Louisiana, which is also within the marketing area of the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration has few, or, in Louisiana’s case, no hydrau 
lic sites. The only means of offering the benefits of hydropower to 
these people stems from agreements such as the Texas contract with a 
slight variation in Oklahoma with companies in Oklahoma and with 
the Southwestern Gas & Electric Co. in the case of Narrows Dam. 

Some of the local benefits which I would like to touch on from the 
operation of this contract with Texas Power & Light are that it has 
been instrumental in municipalities receiving much lower wholesale 
power rates than they would be able to get otherwise. 

There are four of these towns which are being served through trans- 
mission lines owned by our cooperative which have no physical con- 
nection with any power company and never have had, but because we 
are able to buy wholesale power from SPA at rates approved by the 
Federal Power Commission we, in turn, pass on considerable savings 
to these municipalities. They would have no access whatever because 
their load would not justify building lines to contact the Texas Power 
& Light system or any other power company’s lines. 

That is carrying out the spirit, as well as the letter of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 in an indirect way and is spreading the benefits 
to neople who otherwise would not receive those benefits. 

We served three of these towns before we got physically into our 
transmission system with the T. P. and L. line, which occurred about 
2 vears ago, now. 

Immediately we reduced the rates about 25 percent to these towns 
when we were able to give the power to them and not pay a penalty 
for it. 

I would like to sav in defense of the power company that we were 
buying power and selling to 2 or 3 of these towns although the power 
company’s polici ies did not include the resale of any of this power 
to these municipalities, but through their good graces they made an 
exception, although they charged us a penalty on it. 

Mr. Jensen. What do you mean by a penalty ? 

Mr. Brastey. Thev charged us the rate we were paying for all our 
other power, plus a demand charge of $1.25 a kilowatt in addition. 

Mr. JeENsEN. For what purpose was that? 
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Mr. Beastey. I can only assume that the purpose was not to set a 
precedent that might hit them in the face where they are serving 
towns on their system in other places, and letting us serve them at 
rates lower than they were. I only assume that, because I think it is 
only logical. 

I am not condemning them because had I been in their position | 
probably would have done the same thing. I am saying this, though, 
to point out that the power companies do receive many benefits from 
the Southwestern Power Administration. They receive not only a 
great amount of firm capacity through integration, but it relieves them 
of some embarrassing positions which they find themselves in at times 
with reference to municipalities and agencies of that nature. It is an 
escape for them. 

I believe that some of our companies in the Southwest recognize 
that. 

The wholesale rate from SPA, which is the subject now under dis- 
cussion, or a new rate that the Federal Power Commission will deter 
mine, regardless of what it is, whatever the Federal Power Commis- 
sion determines the rate shall be in order to be acceptable to the 
Government and the purchasers, we would like to go on record as 
supporting the activities of the SPA in the Southwest. We believe 
that they are highly beneficial to the extent that our objective of area 
coverage in rural electrification will be greatly benefited. 

There is not any question in my mind about this. We have about 
90 percent area coverage in our particular cooperative at this time, 
and a number of us in east Texas are in that position, but the re- 
maining 10 percent of our rural people who do not have power repre 
sent a real problem. They are in remote areas and the density of 
population would be very low, and unfortunately for us, and for 
them, the cost. of construction today is about treble what it averaged 
10 years ago. So, those factors all together present quite a serious 
problem to complete the job, and the aid we have been able to obtain 
in a single-rate-base type of contract with SPA has meant at lot to 
our cooperative in that our power costs are less and it is a great help 
in going out into the thinner areas. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Beasley. Who is next / 

Mr. Woop. Mr. Darrel A. Dunn, of Langdon, Kans. 

Mr. Dunn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Darrel A. Dunn, a farmer and a member of the Ark Valley Electric 
Cooperative at Hutchinson, Kans. 

I have also been for the last 4 years chairman of our statewide 
organization that represents about 30 cooperatives in Kansas 

They have asked that I appear at this hearing to represent that 
group. F 

The gentlemen who have appeared before me are more closely af- 
fected by this program than are we in Kansas 

Although Kansas is not directly affected by this 1954 fiscal pro- 
gram that is being considered we do have a definite interest in it, and 
I would like to point out what that interest is. 

We, in Kansas, buy most of our wholesale power from power com 
panies, and our relationship with the power companies generally has 
been ve ry ood. 
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The only thing that I do want to call to your attention is the 
fact that our power was costing in the neighborhood of 1 cent or 
ibove, but since the existence of KAMO in the southeast part of 
Kansas, and the possibility of some Southwest power coming up into 
southern Kansas, we are now enjoying rates in southeast Kansas of 
ibout 5.6 mills on a group of cooperatives and in the neighborhood 
of between 7 or 8 mills in central Kansas. 

I believe the Southwestern Power program, if hampered, would 
definitely affect our rate schedules in Kansas. 

I am quite certain that the Kansas Gas & Electric Co. has given us 
the 5.6-mill rate because of the competition from the Southwestern 
power. 

That was a willing reduction in rate. It was not asked for by the 
cooperatives, and we are enjoying that rate at the present time. 

I just want to make it very plain where we feel our future lies, 
ncluding the power companies, and our hope is that the continuing 
fund may be continued and that more interchange agreements with 
power companies may be actuated, and I believe that in the future we 
have hopes of SPA definitely affecting us by feeding some power into 
those companies to our benefit. 

So, we farm people of Kansas would like to urge your committee 
to give this every consideration, because it is of very much concern 
to us in Kansas. 

I believe that is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. If there are any 
questions I shall be glad to answer them. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you; we are pleased to have you appear before 
the committee. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Woop. The next witness is Mr. H. C. Knappenberger, of Blythe- 
ville, Ark. 

Mr. Knaprensercer. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, Lam H. C. Knappenberger. My home is at Blytheville, Ark. 

I represent the Arkansas State Electric Cooperative, which has a 
total membership of over 110,000 members. 

We are very much interested in public power in Arkansas for the 
reason that Arkansas generates most of the power distributed through 
SPA. This SPA power is, you might say, the lifeline for electric 
power in the State of Arkansas and these 4 or 5 other States, but 
especially Arkansas. 

We do have some large generating plants in Arkansas. They use 
the power generated at these dams—at Bull Shoals, at Norfolk—for 
peaking purposes, and thereby we have a bigger amount of electricity 
to use at all times than we would have if these dams were not there. 

We all believe in the SPA as the best method of distributing this 
power. 

Up until now most of the power in Arkansas has been distributed 
from these dams by the Arkansas Power & Light Co. in their dif- 
ferent distribution lines, and we think that the private utilities have 
done a good job there in supplementing our power and also in sup- 
plementing the transmission of this power from the dams. 

We want this arrangement not only continued, but extended. We 
believe that there are enough transmission lines at the present time in 
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Arkansas to take care of all our needs, but we do not want the South 
western Power Administration to be hampered for funds and we ask 
the committee to continue this continuing fund so that Mr. Wright 
can have all the money he needs to properly distribute this power to 
the cooperatives and to the other agencies in the State of Arkansas. 
Thank you, sir. 
(The statement submitted by Mr. Knappenberger follows :) 


STATEMENT OF H. C. KNAPPENBERGER OF BLYTHEVILLE, ARK., IN SUPPORT OF TH 
CONTINUING FUND OF THE SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 


My name is H. C. Knappenberger. My home is at Blytheville, Ark. I am the 
owner of approximately 600 acres of productive farm land in Mississippi County, 
Ark. I am manager of the Mississippi County Electric Cooperative. I have held 
this position since the cooperative was organized. This cooperative is now ser 
ing 4,000 farm homes in Mississippi County, Ark. 

I appear before this committee in support of the continuing fund for the South 
western Power Administration. The Federal Government has spent large sums 
of money in the construction of multiple-purposes dams in the Southwest. This 
has been an investment in the conservation and development of the natural re 
sources in this area. 

The taxpayers are entitled to receive the greatest return possible upon thei! 
investment in multiple-purpose dams. The taxpayers are also entitled to see 
that the power generated at the multiple-purpose dams in the Southwest is 
distributed under the policy that has been adopted by the Congress in the Floox 
Control Act of 1944, which includes provision for priority on the sale of the 
electric power. This referred to “preference clause” provides bargaining powel 
in the marketing of this power and enables the Federal Government to receiv 
a better return, and the largest number of citizens to receive the greatest benefit 

The continuing fund, in my opinion, is a sound and proper method of carrying 
out the Flood Contral Act and of protecting the taxpayers on their invest 
ment. The continuing fund enables SPA to make contracts with power companies 
and rural electric cooperatives that will assure the widest distribution of fed 
erally generated power. We in the Southwest have seen a reduction in the whole 
sale power costs to the rural electric cooperatives with the construction of multi 
ple-purpose dams and the creation of the Southwestern Power Administration to 
market this power. A contractual relationship for wheeling power over commer 
‘jal utility lines, or a generating and transmission cooperative, offer possibilities 
for our farmers to secure the advantages of this hydroelectric power. The con 
tinuing fund is imperative for instituting either. 

The continuing fund is a practical, economical method that protects the in 
vestment in multiple-purpose dams and assures fair and equitable rates to the 
rural electric cooperatives and others in this area. 


Mr. Woop. The next witness is Mr. Steve A. Schauwecker of Linn, 
Mo. 

Mr. Scuauwecker. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, my name is Steve A. Schauwecker. I live on a farm and am a 
member of an REA distribution cooperative. 

I am speaking to you as a farmer and representative of the Central 
Electric Power Cooperative, which was organized by five distribu 
tion cooperatives and Sho-Me Power Corp. 

The Central Power Cooperative will serve rural electric users in 
35 counties of central and south central Missouri, representing 100,000 
rural users. The central Missouri area has. experienced a serious 
power shortage during the last 10 years, as has been previously sub 
stantiated by recorded testimony before your committee. In addi 
tion to this shortage of power, the high cost per kilowatt-hour has 
retarded the use of electricity in this area. 

In order to provide adequate low-cost power, the Central Electric 
Power Cooperative entered into an interchange agreement with the 
Southwestern Power Administration. 





This interchange agreement was entered into after careful study 
of all conditions and facilities by private engineers, approved by 
REA and SPA, and the De ‘partment of the Interior, and recognized 
by Congress by appropriating the necessary continuing fund for 
SPA to carry out the contractural arrangements. 

This arrangement, negotiated in good faith by the cooperatives and 
Southwestern Power Administration is rendered useless unless the 
continuing fund is appropriated for SPA in order that the Govern 
ment may meet its obligation under contractural arrangements with 
farmer-owned cooperatives. 

We are sure that the Congress will not wish to penalize the coop 
eratives by withholding the money to carry out the contractural 
arrangements. 

In August of last year a portion of our system was energized by 
SPA under the existing contract. Within the next few weeks the 
remainder of our system will be ready to be energized under this 
arrangement. 

We understand that our contract for integration and exchange of 
power enables SPA to amortize its allocated investments and pay op- 
erating costs without any semblance of subsidy from the Government. 

We appeal to this committee to assist the farmers in our area to 
be assured now and in the future of low cost, adequate electric power 
which is necessary to develop the area further and carry out the job 
that we started to do. 

Therefore, we hope that you will approve of the appropriation for 
the SPA continuing fund. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 


(The statement submitted by Mr. Schauwecker follows :) 


STATEMENT OF STEVE A. SCHAUWECKER, PRESIDENT, CENTRAL ELECTRIC POWER 
COOPERATIVE, JEFFERSON CITy, Mo. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Steve A. Schau- 
wecker. I live on a farm and am a member of an REA distribution cooperative. 
I am speaking to you as a farmer and representative of the Central Electric 
Power Cooperative, which was organized by five distribution cooperatives and 
Sho-Me Power Corp. 

The Central Power Cooperative will serve rural electric users in 35 counties 
of central and south central Missouri, representing 100,000 rural users. The cen 
tral Missouri area has experienced a serious power shortage during the last 10 
years, aS has been previously substantiated by recorded testimony before your 
committee. In addition to the shortage of power, the high cost per kilowatt- 
hour has retarded the use of electricity in this area. Today with the ever 
dwindling manpower on the farm because of induction into the armed services 
and the constant demand for more food and fiber by the Nation, what single 
item could do more toward meeting this problem and demand than abundant 
low-cost electric power 

In order to alleviate this shortage, the Central Electric Power Cooperative en 
tered into an interchange agreement with the Southwestern Power Administra 
tion which will bring about the desired results for the rural people in the area 
by delivering electricity at scheduled A rates, set by the Federal Power Com 
mission, the cost of power and lines to be liquidated by the consumer at no cost 
to the taxpayer. Who but the private companies could deny such an arrange- 
ment? 

The above exchange agreement was entered into after careful study of all 
conditions and facilities by private engineers, and approved by REA, SPA, 
Department of the Interior, and recognized by Congress by appropriating the 
necessary continuing fund for SPA to carry out the contractual arrangements. 

The private companies have been trying to remove or bypass the preference 
clause which was inserted in the Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, giving 
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preference to cooperatives, municipalities, and other public bodies, to the power 
generated at Federal reservoir projects. I ask you, why should private com 
panies have a monopoly of this power generated by the taxpayers’ money, for 
their private profit, whereas the cooperatives, municipalities, and other publi: 
bodies render a service to their fellow citizens on a nonprofit basis? 

Because of the prevailing power shortage and the high cost of electricity, th« 
central Missouri REA distribution cooperatives requested the arrangement th+ 
now have with Southwestern Power Administration. This arrangement, neg 
tiated in good faith by the cooperatives and Southwestern Power Administratior 
is rendered useless unless the continuing fund is appropriated for SPA in order 
that the Government may meet its obligation under contractual arrangements 
with farmer-owned cooperatives. The above obligations are predicated on pre 
vious congressional action, such as provided under 16 United States Code 825s 
(1), from which I quote: 

“Continuing fund, power transmission facilities: All receipts from the trans 
mission and sale of electric power and energy under the provisions of section 5 
of the Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944 (16 U. S. C. 825s), generated o1 
purchased in the southwestern power area, shall be covered into the Treasury of 
the United States as miscellaneous receipts, except that the Treasury shall set 
up and maintain from such receipts a continuing fund of $300,000, including the 
sum of $100,000 in the continuing fund established under the Administrator of 
the Southwestern Power Administration in the First Supplemental Nationa 
Defense Appropriation Act, 1944 (57 Stat. 621), which shall be transferred to 
the fund hereby established; and said fund of $300,000 shall be placed to the 
credit of the Secretary and shall be subject to check by him to defray emergency 
expenses necessary to insure continuity of electric service and continuous opera 
tion of the facilities, and to cover all costs in connection with the purchase of 
electric power and energy and rentals for the use of facilities for the transmission 
and distribution of electric power and energy to public bodies, cooperatives 
and privately owned companies: Provided, That expenditures from this fund t 
cover such costs in connection with the purchase of electric power and energy 
and rentals for the use of facilities are to be made only in such amounts as may 
be approved annually in appropriation acts.” 

This action taken by Congress permits the arrangements which now exist be 
tween Central Electric Power Cooperative and the Southwestern Power Admin 
istration. If funds are provided by Congress to carry out the interchange ar 
rangements between private companies and Southwestern Power Administration 
we are sure that the Congress will not wish to penalize the cooperatives by with 
holding the money to carry out their arrangements. 

In August of last year a portion of our system was energized by SPA under 
the existing contract. Within the next few weeks the remainder of our system 
will be ready to energize under this arrangement. 

We understand that our contract for integration and exchange of power enables 
SPA to amortize its allocated investments and pay operating costs without any 
semblance of subsidy from the Government. 

We appeal to this committee to assist the farmers in our area to be assured now 
and in the future of low cost, adequate electric power through your actions in 
approving the appropriation requested by SPA for the continuing fund. 

Mr. Woop. Our next witness is Mr. Lloyd Evans, of Fairfax, Okla. 

Mr. Jensen. Proceed, Mr. Evans. 

Mr. Evans. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name iS Lloyd Evans. I live in the village of Fairfax, Okla., in the 
Osage Indian country. I am president of the local distribution co 
operative board, the Indian Electric Cooperative in Cleveland, Okla. 
I represent our Indian Electric Cooperative on the KAMO Electric 
Cooperative. The Indian Electric Cooperative is a bona fide part 
of the KAMO. I also represent Cleveland on the statewide Rural 
Electric Cooperative Association. 

I do not mention all of this in a bragging spirit, but in order to 
show my interest. I have been in this REA program for 10 years, 
and I have tried to keep up with it and do all I could for it. 





With that introduction I would just like to say that I have prepared 
a four-page statement, and it is here. If it is entered in the record 
that will be sufficient, and I do not believe I will elaborate any more 
on it, but yield my time to the concluding witness. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Evans follows :) 


STATEMENT OF LLoyp EvANs IN BEHALF OF THE KAMO ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Lloyd Evans, a 
resident of Fairfax, Osage County, Okla. I am a member of the board of 
trustees of KAMO Electric Cooperatives, Inc., with offices at Vinita, Okla. On 
the KAMO board I represent the Indian Electric Cooperative of Cleveland, 
Okla., which is a component part of KAMO Electric Cooperative. 

KAMO Electric Cooperative was organized in 1941 by a group of representa 
tives of distribution rural electric cooperatives located in southeast Kansas, 
northwest Arkansas, southwest Missouri, and northeast Oklahoma, for the pur 
pose of providing a better, more adequate source and supply of wholesale elec- 
tric power at the lowest possible cost to the distribution cooperatives concerned. 

Twenty-one distribution rural electric cooperatives comprise the KAMO 
organization—3 in Kansas, 3 in Arkansas, 8 in Missouri, 7 in Oklahoma—repre 
senting over 100,000 farm homes and rural electric-user members. 

Let it be made clear at this point that the KAMO organization grew from 
the grass roots of the 100,000 farm people of this rural area with the idea and 
purpose in mind that their situation as to power supply at lower cost for electrical 
service on their farms could be substantially improved. 

KAMO presented its plans to the Rural Electrification Administration, which 
gave them a careful and lengthly study from every angle—engineering, legal, 
rates, financial, management, feasibility—by the best experts of every authority 
the Government provides—and the plans were approved and allocation of loan 
funds made, 

Kamo went to work on this project of building transmission lines and sub- 
stations and contracting for power from public power sources handling the 
electrical energy generated at hydro plants on the rivers in our area, 

World War II slowed down our activity for several years, but in 1947 the 
work was again taken up, and since then Kamo has made substantial progress 
in achieving its objective. 

Eight of the Kamo member cooperatives are now being served from our 
completed lines and terminals. Construction is under way on approximately 
100 miles of transmission lines and numerous substation structures in Okla 
homa and an equal number in southwest Missouri. 

Kamo has an investment of several million dollars in what it has done and 
is doing at the present time—and we must complete the whole project as 
planned and approved, to make this investment secure and pay out. These 
100,000 or more farm folks are demanding and depending on Kamo to do it. 

Kamo has not planned to, and is not duplicating facilities of commercial 
utility companies in its area. It has gone in where power supplies of the com 
panies were not adequate or were not available at reasonable cost. Kamo has 
not hurt and is not hurting the companies, but is helping to better cover the area 
along with them to give every electrical consumer a dependable, adequate, low- 
cost service. We have advanced on the theory that there is room and need for 
both of us—and it is being proven and is working out that way. (Kamo is 
strictly a transmission cooperative; it has no plans for generating facilities. ) 

Kamo has contracted with the Southwestern Power Administration for power 
from the Government hydro plants, and has entered into contractual agreements 
with SPA for lease-operation of transmission lines Kamo has built and is 
building. These contracts were originated and worked out by the Kamo man- 
ager and board of trustees were submitted to the Rural Electrification Admin- 
istration, and were approved. Kamo believes this is a good business deal for 
both contractual parties, Kamo and SPA. At all times, Kamo has in mind the 
100,000 farmers it represents, and is working for their best interests. 

Kamo has worked and is working under the asumption and definite meaning 
and intent of the preference clause set out by Congress in the Flood Control 
Act of 1944, as amended, which, among other things, provides that distribution 
rural electric cooperatives shall be preferred customers of first consideration to 
the right to purchase and use the power generated and distributed from 
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Federal hydroelectric plants on the rivers of our country. This is what Kamo 
is endeavoring to achieve for its 100,000 farmers in our organization. 

This statement is brief—we have tried to make it so—to give in a few words 
the general picture of Kamo. It is desired to impress you with the good work 
already done for rural America, and respectfully ask for your support and 
recommendation of ample, sufficient appropriations for the continuing progress 
of rural electrification. 

In this, there must be favorable consideration of the budget for the South 
western Power Administration, which is so closely knit with the situation of 
the distribution rural electric cooperatives in maintaining sources of electrical 
power supplies 

Especially to be well evaluated at this time is the construction fund and the 
continuing fund for SPA—that they be sufficient for SPA to carry out its obliga 
tions of contracts it has with the generation and transmission cooperatives in 
its assigned area—not only for its integration agreements with the G. & T 
cooperatives, but also to carry out the,SPA wheeling contracts and integration 
of power agreements now existing with commercial power utility companies 
and numerous more of such contracts, with other companies, proposed and now 
under consideration. 

In this instance it must be kept in mind that an appropriation for the continu 
ing fund of SPA is not new money—it is not expendable and gone. This fund 
comes from money that has been paid into the general fund of the Interior De 
partment receipts from revenues collected by SPA in the marketing of electrical 
energy from the hydro generating plants of the river dams. 

Thanking you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, for the oppor 
tunity of making this presentation—thanking you for and in the name of 100,000 
folks of the rural farm communities of our Southwestern States—in closing, it 
is our Wish that each of you, in studying and acting on these appropriations, will 
be ever mindful that it is a matter that directly affects the well-being of the 
multithousands of hard-working, simple-living farm folks, even back to the one 
gallus, one-mule tillers of the soil at the forks of the creek—that we must con 
tinue to give them the light and power that rural electrification has brought to 
brighten their humble homes. 


Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Evans. 

Mr. Woop. The next witness is Mr. John E. Buck of Corning, Mo. 

Mr. Buck. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name 
is John E. Buck. I am a farmer living in Corning, Mo. I am presi 
dent of the N. W. Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., and also president 
of the Atchison-Holt Electric Cooperative. 

Mr. Jensen. Of what cooperative ? 

Mr. Buck. Of the Atchison-Holt Electric Cooperative of Rockport, 
Mo. 

I think it possibly serves some members in your region. 

I am here in support of the appropriation for the SPA principally 
on behalf of the N. W. Electric Power Co-op, which is a federation of 
eight local cooperatives in the northwest part of Missouri. 

It was organized for the purpose of providing adequate wholesale 
power at reasonable rates under our own control for the people of that 
area, 

To accomplish this we, of course, went to the Administrator of REA 

for a loan, and applied for a loan with which to build a 40,000-kilo- 
watt steam generating plant at Missouri City, and a transmission line 
to reach our load centers and also a tie line to integrate our steam 
power with the hydro power at Bull Shoals Dam. 

This loan is in the neighborhood of $24 million. Most of that money 
has been obligated and the contracts are practically all let, and most 
of the construction has been done. We hope to have the system com- 
pleted sometime in July of this year. 

Before we secured this loan, in order to have a more workable pli in, 
we contacted SPA that we might make some arrangement by which 
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we could reap the benefits of the integration of our steam power with 
the hydropower. 

Under the terms of this contract the benefits each wavy are evaluated 
on a dollar basis, but at the time we entered into this contract the 
contract could be implemented on the part of SPA by means of the 
continuing fund, but this particular setup, as you gentlemen well know, 
has been changed since that time, and it is now necessary for the Ad 
ministrator of SPA to ask an annual appropriation with which to 
meet his contractual obligations. 

We feel that we entered into this contract in good faith, and we feel 
quite confident that the Congress will keep faith with us and provide 
the funds with which SPA can fulfill their part of the contract. 

We realize that if the continuing fund is not approved it will put 
an entirely different light on our setup. It might jeopardize the Gov 
ernment’s investment in our project, and most assuredly would render 
the cost of power to our farmers up there higher. It would cause that 
power rate to be much higher than it would be otherwise. 

For that reason we sincerely urge that you gentlemen approve _ 
continuing fund for SPA. I think my statement is to be included i 
the record. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Buck follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN EB. Buck, Prestmpent or N. W. Evecrric Power Cooperativi 


INc.. IN Support or ApPproprIATION To SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is John E. Buck. I 
am a farmer from Missouri and receive my mail at Corning, Mo I own and 
operate a T54d-acre farm in Holt County, Mo. I am president of the N. W 
Electric Power Cooperative, Inc., whose office is located at Cameron, Mo. I am 
also president of the Atchison-Holt Electric Cooperative whose office is located 
at Rock Port, Mo 1 have been interested in serving the farmers since the 
inauguration of the rural electric program in 1936, 

l appear today before your committee in support of the appropriation to the 
Southwestern Power Administration 

N. W. Electric Power Cooperative, Ine., is an organization of eight Missouri 
cooperatives, namely: Atchison-Holt Electric Cooperative, Rock Port, Mo 
Farmers Electric Cooperative, Chillicothe, Mo.; Grundy Electrie Cooperative 
Trenton, Mo.; Nodaway-Worth Electric Cooperative, Maryville, Mo.; North 
Central Missouri Electric Cooperative, Milan, Mo.: Northwest Missouri Electric 
Cooperative, Savannah, Mo.; Platte-Clay Electric Cooperative, Inc., Platte City 
Mo.: and West-Central Electrie Cooperative, Higginsville, Mo It was organized 
for the purpose of assuring over 50,000 farm families whom it will serve in 
northwest Missouri with dependable electric service at all times, under their 
own control, in ample amounts, in dependable form, and at lower rates than they 
have ever before had to pay for such service. 

N. W. came into being because of the refusal, or the inability, of private 
power companies to supply our member cooperatives at their load centers with 
adequate electric power at reasonable rates. Private power companies have long 
suffered from lack of generating capacity and transmission facilities with which 
to supply these farmer-owned electric cooperatives of northwest Missouri with 
sufficient electricity to enable them to serve their farm members with adequate 
electricity at reasonable rates. Diligent and constant effort on the part of these 
farm cooperatives failed with the private utilities. In desperation, these farm 
cooperatives banded together to serve themselves with electricity by the organ 
ization of N. W. Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. Engineers were employed, 
studies were made, and finally an application was made to the Administrator 
of the Rural Electrification Administration for a loan with which to construct 
the electric facilities required for service to the farm families of northwest 
Missouri. 

In January 1950 the Administrator of the Rural Electrification Administration 
approved a loan to the N. W. Cooperative in the sum of $18,393,000 with which to 





build a transmission system to the load centers of member cooperatives, a 40,000 
kilowatt steam plant at Missouri City, Mo., and a transmission line between the 
N. W. steam plant and the Bull Shoals Dam, thereby enabling N. W. to receive 
the beneuts of integrated steam power with hydro power. 

An additional loan of $5,477,000 was approved making the total REA loan as 
of this date $23,870,000. 

Before the REA loan was made, N. W. contacted SPA, and insisted on receiy 
ing the benetits incident to purchase of Government hydro-generated powe1 
guaranteed it by the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

Subsequently, N. W. Cooperative entered into a contract with the SPA, which 
contract provided that N. W. would sell to SPA the entire output of its 40,000 
kilowatt generating plant. In turn the N. W. will purchase trom SVA its entire 
requirements necessary to serve its member cooperatives, Who in turn will supply 
the tarmers of northwest Missouri. By such arrangement, N. W. will be assured 
of sulticient power at all times to serve the farmers of the area. The N. W. tie 
line integrating the steam power of N. W. with the hydropower of SPA is of 
detinite benefit to N. W. It relieves N. W. of the installation of reserve standby 
generating units which would be required in the absence of the integration men 
tioned. ‘The arrangement with SPA will substantially reduce the cost of powe 
to N. W. and its members because it will permit the operation of N. W.’s steam 
plant at full load capacity at all times. On the other hand, it will prove advan 
tugeous to SV-A, in that it will permit SPA to conserve its water and firm up its 
hydropower (making available to its preferred customers a Maximum amount o 
firm power), thus enabling SVA to better carry out the mandate of Congress, 
contained in the Flood Coutrol Act of 1944, in serving the preterred Customers, 
provided for in such act. 

The present N. W. contracts with SPA provide for a complete service of each 
party to the other and is paid for in full, including dollar evaluation of any real 
or imaginary service. The contracts aiso provide tor rental by the Government 
ol couperative transmission facilities, such service also being paid for by cash 
transaction. The cooperative contracts fall within defined policy and intent o 
Congress, With all tunctions by Government being evaluated and accounted for 
in continuing fund requests. 


SvA is limited to expend only such amounts each year from the continuing 
fund as the Congress may approve Our contracts become void when the Co! 
gress fails to make the necessary appropriation to purchase the power anu 
rent the transmission lines. Hence, the continuing fund appropriation is an 
absolute necessity for the most economical operation of N. W. Electric Power 
Cooperative and resultant economies in wholesale power costs to distributio 


cooperatives. 

N. Ww. entered into the contracts with SPA in good faith. Construction has 
progressed satistactorily and us of this date all contracts have been awarded 
botn for the steam-generution plant and the tralsmission and substation facilities. 
the dollar amount of the contracts awarded at this date is $21 million. The 
completion OL the entire project is scheduled for July of this year. 

it the Congress fails to provide the funds so that SPA can continue to exercise 
the contract between SUA and N,. W. there is no question but what it will seri- 
ously jeopardize the investment that has been made to date, and without question 
wouid greatly increase the costs of wholesale power delivered to the farmers in 
northwest Missouri. 

Vrivate ulility Couipanies in the area have raised loud and vociferous objec 
tions to the N. W.—SPA contract. They have repeatedly objected to farmers 
generating their own electricity. They have appeared many times before the 
Congress and expressed their avowed hostilities toward REA cooperatives. The) 
have engaged the courts in innhumerous instances seeking to prevent farm coopera 
tives from serving themselves. N. W. has been the target of these utilities. 
Cubinet members, including the Secretary of Treasury, the Secretary of the 
Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture, the Administrator of the Rural miectrifica 
tion Administration, and the Administrator of the Southwestern Power Admin 
istration have been called upon to defend their action in approving the construc- 
tion of the transmission and generation facilities to N. W., in tne district court 
ot the United States in the District of Columbia. 

N. W. itself has been the recipient of complaint, by these same hostile utility 
companies in proceedings in Missouri, before the Public Service Commission of 
Missouri. In each of these instances before the courts, before the State com 
mission, and before the Congress, these utility companies contend that SPA, in 
effect is taking over the REA cooperatives by means of the contractual relation- 
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ship existing between N. W. and SPA. Such is not the case. By the contract, 
N. W. retains its complete independence. The contractual arrangements be- 
tween N. W. and SPA simply permit the benefits of integration of steam power 
with hydropower, fulfilling the intent of Congress as expressed in the Flood 
Control Act of 1941 Plectrical engineers are unanimously in accord with the 
henefits derived from the integration of steam and hydro-generated electricity. 
Congress itself has recognized such benefits by authorizing the on crrnet on 
f the Johnsonville steam plant in the TVA area. Private utilities also recognize 
the importance of integration of steam and hydro generation. This is evident 
from the pride with which the private power companies point to their own in- 
tegrated systems. 

It is self-evident, that the objections of private. power companies to the N. W 
SPA contract stems solely from selfish motives. The private power companies 
would, if possible, prevent the construction of transmission facilities, necessary 
to carry hydro-generated electricity from Government-owned dams to preferred 

ustomers (of which N. W. is one), thereby enabling them to purchase Gov- 
ernment generated hydro electricity at dumped prices, for integration with their 
wh steam generating facilities. Private power companies by such scheme would 
he enabled to thwart the will of Congress (as expressed in the Floed Control 
Act of 1944) which grants preference to cooperatives purchasing electricity from 

e Government, thereby enabling private utilities to resell Government produced 

ectricity to farm cooperatives at a greatly accelerated price. That their mo 

ves are purely selfish, is without argument. 

In addition to the benefits which will he derived by the members of N. W 
through the integration of steam and hydro-generated electricity, other rural 
electric cooperatives in the area will likewise be benefitted. 

KAM®Q Electric Power Cooperative, whose office is located at Vinta, Okla., 
who will serve many tens of thousands of farm families in the States of Kansas, 
Arkanses, Missouri, and Oklahoma, through the medium of its 21 REA-financed 
cooperative members, has also received a loan from the Rural Electrification 
Administration. KAMO is ntilizing such loan to construct transmission facili 
ties, and will purchase the greater part of its power requirements from SPA 
Kamo will complete its construction on schedule this year. 

The KAMO Cooperative has contractual arrangements with SPA, whereby, 
KAMO’s member cooperatives will be served at their respective load centers 
through transmission lines to be constructed by KAMO, KAMO’s transmission 
ystem will receive life from the transmission line now under construction by 
N. W., and connecting the generating plant of N. W. with the Bull Shoals Dam. 

As before stated N. W. has received a loan from REA of $23,870,000 with which 
o build its required generating and transmission facilities. It has already 
obligated itself under contracts to the extent of $21 million. The extent of the 
lamage resulting from the failure of the Congress to appropriate the funds 
necessary to allow SPA to exercise the contracts as written between SPA and 
N. W. cannot, of course, be fully determined at this time. It is reasonable, 
however for us to assume that it could well result in the impairment of the 
Government's loan to N. W. ‘ 

I am confident that Congress did not intend that the preference given coopera 
tives by the Flood Control Act of 1944 was intended as meaningless. I am also 
confident that it is not the intent of the Congress to destroy the contractual 
obligations as entered into in good faith between N. W. Electric Power Coopera 
tive, and SPA, a Government agency. If the appropriation is not made to SPA 
to allow it to perform the obligations as provided for in the contract it couid 
esult in the Government being compelled to deliver the entire output of elec- 
tricity from government dams in the southwestern area to the commercial power 
companies. I cannot believe, and my thoughts are shared by tens of thousands 
of farmers of northwest Missouri and elsewhere in the Southwest, that Congress 
intended to permit commercial utility companies to acquire for selfish purposes 
the natural resources of this country to the detriment of the whole people. There 
fore, I earnestly request that the appropriation to SPA be approved 


Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Buck. 

Mr. Bupar. T noticed you stated that your cooperative was locally 
controlled. Is that the way you feel it should be, controlled by the 
local people ¢ 
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Mr. Buck. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Buper. Do you have any fears at all at the present time that 
you may lose that local control over any Federal activities ¢ 

Mr. Buck. I cannot visualize anything on that order myself. 

Mr. Bupee. I would “ to see the REA program go under Federal] 
domination. I want to see the REA’s controlled locally, the way you 
say yours is, and that is why I asked if you had any fears about that 

Mr. Buck. I will agree with you on that. I think we should at all 
times have control. We have complete control of our steam plant. 
That is within the control of our federated cooperative, and the mem 
bers of the board of directors of the N. W. Electric Cooperative are 
representatives of the local cooperatives, two from each local coopera 
tive serving on the board of our power cooperative, 

Mr. Bupoe. I want to see you retain that local control so that you 
people in the area run your own business rather than having it ru 
from Washington, and I appreciate your statement on that. 

Mr. Buck. | agree with you 100 percent on that statement. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 

Mr. Woop. The next witness is Mr. Milton T. Potts, of Livingston, 
Tex. 

Mr. Porrs. I believe my statement has already been filed. 

(The statement of Mr. Potts follows:) 


STATEMENT OF MILTON T. Ports, MANAGER, SAM Houston ELecrric CoopERATIVE, 
Inc., Livinaston, TEx. 


For the past 12% years the Sam Houston Electric Cooperative at Livingston 
fex., has been fulfilling its responsiiblity as directed under the Rural Electri 
fication Act passed by Congress to serve rural homes, farms, and industries with 
ow-cost electric service on an area coverage basis to those not receiving central 
stution service until these lines were built to serve them The greatest con 
tributing factors, making area coverage possible was the passage of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 by the Congress of the United States which included 
ooperative preference rights in the purchase of hydroelectric power from dams 
constructed by the Government in the Southwest through the Department of 
Interiol It is noted by the chart below after the passage of the Flood Control 
\ct, giving preference to the cooperatives, our cost of power dropped beginning 
Jannary 1, 1945, approximately 25 percent; in 1948, due to the activities of 

e Southwestern Power Administration, and Texas and Louisiana cooperatives 
we received another rate reduction which is reflected fully in our 1949 cost 
per kilowatt-hour in excess of 11 percent; in July 1950 when it was assured 
the Southwestern Power Administration would build a transmission line from 
the Neches River to Corrigan of only 10 miles, so it could deliver power under 
the Texas Power and Light contract from Denison Dam to our cooperative, 
nother rate reduction was made by the utility which now is the same rate as 
harged by the Southwestern Power Administration, making a further savings 
of approximately 18 percent or an overall savings percentagewise from January 
1, 1945, to January 1, 1953, of 56 percent, since the advent of the preference 
lause under the Flood Control Act of 1944. Three other cooperatives in the 
State of Texas and five in the State of Louisiana served by the same utility had 
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similar rate reduction and for the same reasons The following chart furthe: 
exemplifies these statements: 
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Were it not for these savines. the Sam Houston Electric Cooperative would 
not have been in a financial position to bave served the 7,687 members which 
average only 3.2 members per mile as it would not have been economically feasible 
to extend our lines so thin and still be in a position to meet our payments and 
obligations to the Rural Electrification Administration, the United States Gov 
ernment and the Congress of the United States. The Sam Houston Electric 
Cooperative is now purchasing power from 19 points of delivery from the Gulf 
States Utility Co., 1 point of delivery from Texas Power & Light Co, and 1 
point from the Southwestern Power Administration through contractual arrange 

ents with Texas Power & Light Co. for the delivery of Denison Dam powe1 
We ask the Congress to continue its policy for the marketing of power to the 
cooperatives through its own lines or contractual relations similar to those al 
ready in effect in Texas and Oklahoma, regardless of the location of the coopera 
tive, with reference to the production of this hydropower in the area now covered 
by the Southwestern Power Administration, since, to change this poliey will dis 
criminate against the cooperatives from southeast Texas and southwest Louisi 
ina unless the utilities in the area continue to sell the cooperatives power at 
rates comparable to those now in effect. The present method of distribution 
if this power to the rural electric cooperatives will enable the cooperatives to 
serve the rural people with adequate electric service at a price per kilowatt-hour 
they ean afford to pay and comparable to that now being paid by their city 
friends 


Mr. Woop. That concludes the witnesses in our group, Mr. Chair- 
nan. 

I might add that these eight other men would like to have testified 
but we decided yesterday that in view of the shortness of the time they 
would not. 

Mr. Jensen. We will just consider that they have testified. I think 
we all know what is in your minds. We would like to have heard every 
one that is here, but we just do not have enough minutes or hours in the 
day to hear everybody that would like to be heard. We will have sev 
eral hundred witnesses appearing before this committee before we 
finish, 

Mr: Woop. We do appreciate very much your hearing us, Mr. Chair 
man, and the time you have given us. 

Mr. Jensen. We want to get all of the facts which are necessary, be 
cause we have no other purpose than to do that which is right and 


proper. 


30433—53—pt. 4 
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Mr. Woop. We certainly appreciate very much the time you have 
given us, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Ellis. 

Mr. Exsis. Mr. Chairman, first we appreciate very much your pa 
tience this morning and the fact that you have permitted our groups 
to have more time than you had allocated to them. 

Mr. JeENsEN. More than twice as much time. 

Mr. Exuis. I have a lot of country to cover in my statement but. 
with your permission. if I may file my statement, I will just mention 
only a few of the highlights. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Ellis is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CLYDE T, ELLIS, EXECUTIVE MANAGER, NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Clyde T. Ellis, 
executive manager of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, a 
service organization of rural electric systems in the United States, with a 
membership of some 897 rural electric systems serving approximately 3 million 
farm families in 42 States and Alaska. 

I appear before you, pursuant to policies established in local, State, regional 
and national meetings of the rural electric systems, to urge your approval of 
appropriations for the Interior Department power agencies adequate to allow 
these agencies to carry out established Federal power marketing policy during 
fiscal 1954 insofar as same affects the rural electric systems. The items which I 
shall mention are of vital interest to rural electric systems within the service 
areas of the Southeastern Power Administration, Southwestern Power Admin 
istration, Bonneville Power Administration, and Bureau of Reclamation. 


FASTEST GROWING INDUSTRY 


The total electric power production capacity in the United States in 1912 was 
approximately 11 million kilowatts. This had doubled to 20.5 million kilowatts 
by 1922. By 1932 the capacity had reached 43 million kilowatts—more than 
doubling again in a single decade. 

The depression slowed the growth of the electrical industry in the decade 1932 
12 so that capacity was ohly increased by about one-third. Nonetheless, the 
capacity in 1942 was over five times what it had been in 1912, By 1951 the ca 
pacity had increased to 75 million kilowatts, and last October DEPA stated that 
by 1955 it would expand by another 41 million kilowatts—well over a 50-percent 
nerease in 4 years. DEPA has said that “experience demonstrates the amount 
of electric energy used in the United States doubles approximately every 10 


years 


REVOLUTION IN AGRICULTURI 


In general, the industrial revolution did not change the production methods 
of the American farmer until almost a century after it brought about mechan 
ization of urban industry. Widespread mechanization of agriculture is, at the 
Inost, 25 years old. Electricity, the most flexible of all energy sources, was not 
available to any great segment of agriculture until the rural-electric cooperatives 
and rural-power districts put it there, or caused it to be put there, during the 
ast 17 or 18 vears 

Now, however, the electrical revolution on American farms is in full swing. 
Since 1947, aggregate power consumption of rural-electric cooperatives and 
rural-power districts has increased at a rate somewhere between 24 and 30 
percent each year. In 1942, the REA borrowers purchased a billion kilowatt- 
hours for resale. This jumped to 244 billion kilowatt-hours in 1946—a 100 
percent increase in 4 years. By 1948, this had almost doubled again to 4%4 
hillion kilowatt-hours. By 1951, consumption doubled once more, this time in 
3 years. We estimate that in calendar 1952, REA borrowers distributed for 
eonsumption 12 billion kilowatt-hours. This is over 12 times their consumption 
in 1942—an increase of twelvefold in approximately 10 years. 
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We can see no indication of a leveling off in the increasing rate of consump- 
ion of the electric cooperatives. This is true despite the fact that very few 
ew distribution cooperatives are coming into the field, and the rate of new 
onnections for those already in existence is decreasing rapidly with the advent 
f almost 90 percent electrification in most areas. Nonetheless, the very fact 
hat American agriculture is still, actually, in the process of electrical revolution 
portends continuing increases in the consumption of electricity on the farms 
of America. 

During the fiscal year 1952, REA statistics indicate that all borrowers used 
pproximately 11.4 billion kilowatt-hours of energy. Approximately 50 percent 
of these requirements were purchased from private ‘ompanies at an average 
rate of approximately 8.6 mills per kilowatt-hour. About 28 percent was pur- 
chased from Federal power-marketing agencies at an average rate of 4.9 mills. 
The cooperatives generated only about 14 percent of their requirements 
small amount of the total. 

Approximately one-fourth of the rural electrics are faced with existing or 
threatened shortages of wholesale power supply, particularly in the more thinly 
settled, lower-income areas. The relatively low-cost Federal power is not only 
essential to the serving of thousands of farm homes still unconnected but 
essential also to continued adequate service to those already connected. 

So you can see from these facts and figures why the rural-electric cooperatives 
ind power districts are here to support appropriations for the construction of 
federally financed power generation and marketing facilities. First their life- 

ne of wholesale power supply is at stake. Secondly, the savings are sub- 
stantial. The Federal power program in fiscal 1952 alone saved our systems 
the farmers—approximately $11,900,000. And this figure does not take into 
iccount what is sometimes called the yardstick effect by which the development 
f Federal hydropower generally brings about substantial rate reductions by 
the private companies in the surrounding area. Eleven million nine hundred 
thousand dollars saved during 1952 under the Federal power program repre 
sents about $3.40 for every farm family served in the Nation by a rural-electrie 
system. 


a 


We fully realize that the administration and the Congress are doing everything 


vithin their power to balance the national budget, and we sincerely hope this 
goal can be achieved without sacrificing either the national defense or the 
economic stability of the Nation. We do, however, wish to emphasize that the 
money which is budgeted each year for Federal power generation and mar 
keting facilities is in the nature of a loan, is fully repaid to the Treasury with 
nterest by those who use the power, and the appropriation should, therefore, be 
considered as an investment rather than an expenditure. 


POWER PROJECTS NOT COMPETITIVE WITH PRIVATE ENTERPRISI 


Despite information circulated to the contrary, Federal power marketing 
ictivities are not actually competitive with private industry. Federal agencies 
do not sell power at retail except to very large consumers such as the aluminum 
companies, and there Federal power was probably the factor that made possible 
the expansion of these industries to meet emergency requirements. There is no 
competition between the Government and the private companies as to which 
will serve commercial, domestic, or most industrial consumers. 

PREFERENCE CLAUSE DOES NOT DISCRIMINATE AGAINST THE CITY CONSUMER 

Statements have frequently been made that the so-called preference provision 
if the Federal power marketing policy discriminates against the power companies 
ind their customers, largely located in urban areas. The allegation is that the 
urban people are unable to secure the benefits of the Federal development. These 
statements cannot, in my opinion, be supported either by reference to the statistics 
of energy sold by the Federal agencies, or to the legal principles involved. 

Each year NRECA prepares a breakdown of the energy sales of Federal power 
narketing agencies by customer category. The latest study indicates that during 
the fiscal year 1952, the private utilities of the country purchased approximately 
9.75 billion kilowatt-hours, amounting to approximately 21 percent of all Federal 
energy generated, while the rural electric cooperatives purchased only 2.75 billion 
kilowatt-hours, or some 5.9 percent of the total energy sales. These figures, I 
think, indicate that if the customers of the private companies are not receiving 


he benefits of Federal power development, it is because the companies are 
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turning to profit the savings realized from integration with Federal faciliti: 
rather than passing them on to their customers. 

Also I think no one will deny that the potential hydroelectric power of 1} 
rivers of the country certainly belongs to all of the people. All of the people 
therefore, have the right of first use of these resources 

It has always been true that when the Government decided to make available 
for the public use any of those assets which it controlled as trustee for the 
people, it made them available directly to the people themselves to the extent 
possible. When public lands have been made available for settling, they hav: 
been made available in the first instance directly to the homesteader, and not 
to land companies for development on a profit basis. And when surplus foods 
have been made available to the schoolchildren for free lunches or cheape 
lunches, they have been made available only to the public schools and to nonprofit 
cooperative schools, but not to private schools operated for a profit. 

All of these things are done because when a trustee decides to make a trust 
asset available for the use of the beneficial owners, he not only should, but he 
must make it available first, if it is possible, for the direct use of the beneficia 
owner. The same basic principle may be applied to hydroelectric power generated 
by the Government from hydroelectric resources owned by the people. If the 
Government were in the retail electric business and declared it would deliver 
and sell the power to each citizen before it would sell and deliver to a commercia 
company for profit sales, no one would question the decision. The Government, 
however, has restricted its activities in the electric power field to selling at whole 
sale. But the inability of the Government to make a retail delivery cannot 
destroy the rights of the individual citizens as the beneficial owners of this power 
And if they have organized their own nonprofit groups, they should be entitled 
to the same rights of purchase through these groups that they would have had as 
individual citizens if purchase at retail from the Government were possible. 

Simply because the Government does not make retail deliveries does no 
destroy the rights of ownership which citizens possess. And if some of the 
citizen-owners, such as those who are served by rural electric systems, are 

position to exercise their rights of ownership, those rights cannot be de 
nied them simply because other citizens are not in a position to exercis 
these same rights. The whole situation boils down to the recognition of the 
right of an owner to use his own property. 


BUDGET REQUESTS FOR FISCAL 1954 


This year the representatives of the rural electric cooperatives and powe 
districts concerned with the Federal power marketing items in the budge 
come hefore the committees of Congress under the rather severe handicap 0 
not knowing exactly what is actually contained in the budget as revised by) 
the new administration 

However, the rural electric systems in the service areas of the vario 
power marketing agencies support only those items which would affect the 
availability or reliability of wholesale service from the Federal system i! 
one or more of the following ways: 


1. By increasing the effective transmission capacity of private utility sys 
tems now serving the rural electrics through the introduction of additiona 
power into these systems at points closer to their substations. 

2. By increasing the total effective generating capacity of private utilities 
now serving the rural electrics with power purchased from the Federal system 

3. By extending or enlarging the Federal transmission system to provide 
additional delivery capacity for direct service to rural electrics. 

1. By extending the Federal transmission system to make facilities avail 
able for additional wheeling arrangements to serve cooperatives and power 
districts with Federal power over privately owned systems. 

The following summary indicates the projects we feel are especially neces 
sary to either make Federal hydroelectric power available to rural electrics 
not now served, or to maintain or increase the reliability of service already 
provided 

SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 


By reference to page 334 of part 1 of the hearings before this sumcommit- 
tee, we learn that the revised budget for SEPA does not provide any funds 
for new construction, 
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This committee has often expressed its approval of so-called wheeling con 
acts whereby the energy generated at Federal projects is delivered to the 
reference customers over the transmission system of a private company, the 
reference customers becoming customers of the Government. Except for the 
rginia Electric & Power Co., which has agreed to wheel power on this basis, 
o other private company in the Southeast has offered, or accepted, what we 
deem to be a satisfactory wheeling agreement whereby the rights of the 
iral electrics are protected. 

We feel that without the authority and the appropriations to construct trans- 
ission facilities in accord with the letter and intention of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944, SEPA will find it most difficult to negotiate agreements with the 
remaining companies for the disposal of Federal power in a manner that will 
protect the rights of preference customers and provide the Government with 
in adequate return on its investment. We feel it is essential that the com 
mittee keep this in mind when considering the appropriation of construction 
funds for SEPA, and we deem the following proposed SEPA transmission fa 
lities as necessary to achieve these ends: 


\ 


John H. Kerr Dam to Raleigh, N. C., 230-kilovolt transmission line, $900,000 

In addition to providing a substantial portion of the facilities required for ulti 
nate integration between the hydroelectric plants in the Roanoke and Savannah 
River Basins, this line would make possible direct service to load centers of the 
Pitt & Greene Electric Membership Corp., at Farmville, N. C., and the Tri-County 
Electric Membership Corp., at Goldsboro, N. C 


Raleigh-Conway-Jacksonville-Camp Lejeune, 115-kilovolt transmission — line, 
SS00 000 


This line is designed to provide service to preference customers in North Caro- 
na. and also to the high-voltage grid of the South Carolina Public Service Au 
hority which is integrated with the Central Electric Power Cooperative of South 

Carolina. Other cooperatives which would receive direct service are: 

Four-County Electric Membership Corp., Burgaw, N. C.: Brunswick Electric 

Membership Corp., Shallotte, N. C.; Jones-Onslow Electric Membership Corp., 
Tacksonville, N. C 


Clark Hill Dam to Hartsville, 8. C., 230-kilovolt transmission line, $325,000 


This line would provide a substantial portion of transmission necessary to in 
tegrate the Roanoke and Savannah River Basins and would provide direct sery 
ice to the South Carolina Publie Service Authority at its Hartsville, S. C., load 
center. South Carolina Public Service Authority is interconnected with the Cen- 
tral Electric Power Cooperative of South Carolina which is a transmission co 
operative serving several distribution cooperatives in South Carolina at wholesale. 


Clark Hill Dam-Planters Electric Membership Corp., Georgia, 115-kilovolt trans 
mission line, $610,000 


This would be a 52-mile, 115-kilovelt line from Clark Hill Dam to Waynesboro, 
Ga., to serve the Planters Electric Membership Corp. and Government defense in 
the Augusta area. 


Jim Woodruff Dam to Wiregrass Electric Cooperative, 115-kilovolt transmission 
line, $1,196,000 


This facility would provide service to the Alabama Electric Cooperative, the 
generation and transmission cooperative serving several rural distribution co 
operatives in Alabama, including the Wiregrass Flectric Cooperative. Under a 
memorandum of understanding, Southeastern would provide 7,500 kilowatts of 
power to Alabama Electric Cooperative, this amount being progressively 
increased. 


Clark Hill-Hartwell-Allatoona, 115-kilovolt transmission line, $2,775,000 

We understand this line would provide a large portion of the transmission 
facilities to integrate Clark Hill, Hartwell, Buford, and Allatoona hydroelectric 
plants, and, in addition, would provide facilities for integration of the Savannah, 
Alabama-Coosa, and Apalachicola River Basins, thereby increasing the quantity 
of firm energy available from the system and improving the reliability of service. 
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Jim Woodruff-Greenville, Fla., 115-kilovolt transmission line, $300,000 

This facility would provide service to the proposed system of the Seminole Elk 
tric Cooperative, Inc. Seminole has applied for an REA loan to build a generatio; 
and transmission system to serve five cooperatives in Florida. SEPA has com 
mitted 7,500 kilowatts to Seminole. 
Operation and maintenance, requested for fiscal 1954, $1,740,000 

Eleven of the cooperatives in Virginia have signed contracts for delivery 
power over the system of the Virginia Electric & Power Co. for Federal pows 
from the John H. Kerr project on the Roanoke River. These cooperatives ar 
already receiving service under the contracts, and it is essential that the South 
eastern Power Administration be provided with the necessary funds to carry out 
this contract. It has been estimated that $1,390,000 of the operation and mainte 
nance funds requested will be used to implement the Virginia agreement and the 
contract between SEPA and South Carolina Public Service Authority for thy 
delivery of Clark Hill power to the authority in South Carolina. We trust, ther 
fore, that the subcommittee will recommend operation and maintenance fund 
sufficient to enable SEPA to carry out these contracts and maintain adequate 
staff and administrative facilities. 


Planning funds 


We also hope that the subcommittee will recommend enough planning funds ti: 
allow SEPA to undertake engineering and economic studies of facilities planned 
for future construction 


SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 


Construction, requested for fiscal 1954, $644,500 

These funds are for completion of the construction program initiated in 1950 
which provides for interconnections with private utilities, the Western Farmers 
Electric Cooperative in Oklahoma, and the M. & A., Central, Northwest, Sho-Me 
and Kamo Electric Power Cooperatives in Missouri. There are no new starts 


Operation and maintenance, requested for fiscal 1954, $1,019,000 


We understand that these funds are required not only to maintain an ad 
quate staff and physical plant, but to finance studies needed to efficiently deliver 
Federal hydroelectric energy over the systems of the commercial powe! 
companies 


Continuing fund, requested for fiscal 1954, $3.736,000 

These funds represent money for expenditures based on contractual arrange 
ments for the purchase and sale of power, including agreements between SIA 
and the M. & A. Electric Power Cooperative, Central Electric Power Coopera 
tive, Northwest Electric Power Cooperative, Western Farmers Electric Coopera 
tive, and the Kamo Electric Power Cooperative. 

You gentlemen of the committee are well acquainted with the situation in the 
Southwest involving contracts between SPA and generation and transmission 
cooperatives in Oklahoma, Missouri, and Arkansas. We, of course, are aware 
of the recent supreme court decision in Arkansas holding that the Arkansas 
Electric Cooperative could not legally sell power to SPA, under the mutual 
exchange-of-power contracts then before the State court. In connection with 
the Arkansas decision, I would like to take issue with the statement on page 
397 of part 1 of the hearings before this subcommittee which states : 

“It seems this fund can be largely, if not totally eliminated, since the Arkansas 
Supreme Court has held that SWPA has no legal right to purchase power as 
such.” 

This, of course, refers to the second point of the court’s decision, and it is my 
opinion, as it was the opinion of at least one of the Arkansas Supreme Court 
justices participating in this case, that the Arkansas Supreme Court lacks juris- 
diction to decide a Federal question of this nature. Therefore, I cannot see how 
the Arkansas decision could possibly affect the overall right of SPA to purchase 
power, and, hence, remove the need for this appropriation. 

As you also know, there is pending before the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia, a suit brought by 10 Missouri power companies against 
the Secretaries of the Interior, Agriculture, and Treasury, and the REA and 
SPA Administrators attacking the legality of similar contracts between SPA 
and Missouri cooperatives. As long as this case is pending before the Federal 
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court, we feel that any action of the Congress, whereby funds are denied for 
the carrying out of the Missouri contracts, would not only imperil the feasibility 
of the generation and transmission cooperatives involved, but might aid the 
power companies in their lawsuits. We think that these appropriations for the 
SPA continuing fund are among the most important power items in the budget, 
as far as the welfare of the rural electrification program is concerned. 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


Construction, requested for fiscal 1954, $55,200,000 

We understand that the following major grid construction is largely to take 
care of increasing loads and to provide for integration of the McNary and 
Detroit projects into the system as follows: 


345 kilovolt Chief Joseph-Snohomish Nos. 3 and 4 $11, 000, 000 
The Dalles area service, including substation and construction power 

for the project , , 296, 000 
McNary Dam main substation and switchyard ad » HOO, 000 
345 kilovolt MeNary-J. D. Ross substation transmission line 5, 889, 000 
300 kilovolt MeNary-Troutdale transmission line 8, 853, 000 
300 kilovolt Upper Willamette power service including McNary- 

Detroit intertie gee ais . i , 861, 000 
Coos Bay area service 2, 010, 000 
Ilwaco-Long Beach, Wash., area service 109, 000 


These backbone high-voltage facilities will benefit each of the approximately 32 


cooperatives and 24 public utility districts currently receiving service from the 

Bonneville system by improving voltage regulation, reducing losses, insuring 

system stability, and generally raising the sometimes precariously insufficient 

effective capacity of the system. In addition to these major system improve- 

ments, the following customer service facilities for which 1954 construction funds 

have been requested are of special concern to rural electric cooperatives and 

publie utility districts which are directly affected: 
1. Northwest area budget items that provide additional service to rural electric 

cooperatives and publie utilities are as follows: 

Upper Olympic Peninsula service with iKtsap-Fairmount line and Fairmount 
suhstation: Clallam County Publie Utility District 

Olymnpia-Aberdeen transmission line No. 2: Grays Harbor County Public Utility 
District 

Quinault service: Quinault Light Co. 

Chehalis substation addition: Lewis County Publie Utility District 

Ilwaco-Long Beach area service: Pacific County Public Utility District 

Ravmond-Aberdeen transmission line and substation additions: Grays Harbor 
Publie Utility District 

Okanogan County service substation: Okanogan County Public Utility District 

Orando substation: Douglas County Public Utility District 

Columbia-Ellensburg transmission line and substation additions : Kittitas County 
Publie Utility District 

Quiney substation: Grant County Public Utility District 

Columbia Basin project service: Grant County Public Utility District 

Quincy-Burke line and Burke substation: Grant County Public Utility District 

Warden substation: Grant County Public Utility District 
2. Publie utility districts and rural electric systems directly affected by South- 

west budget items: 

Southwest Oregon loop service, Redman substation addition: Mid-state Electric 
Cooperative, Central Electric Cooperative 

North Booneville substation addition: Skamania County Public Utility District 

J. D. Ross substation addition: Clark County Public Utility District 

Clark County service, Vancouver shipyard transformer additions: Clark County 
Public Utility District 

Carborundum services transformer additions: Clark County Public Utility 
District 

Longview area service: Cowlitz County Public Utility District 

Tillamook Service transmission lines and substation additions : Tillamook County 
Public Utility District, West Oregon Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

North Santian Valley substation additions: Benton-Lincoln Electric Co-op, Inc. 

Toledo substation additions: Central Lincoln Public Utility District, Benton- 
Lincoln Electric Co-op, Inc. 
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Eugene-Reedsport area service, Reedsport-Florence transformer additions ; Lan 
County Electric Co-op, Inec., Central-Lincoln Public Utility District, Blach] 
Lane County Co-op Electric Association 

Lookout Point-Oakridge transmission line: Lane County Electric Co-op, Ince. 

McKinley-Gold Beach transmission line and substation additions: Coos-Curr 
Electric Co-op, Ine 


3. Northeast area facilities directly affect public utility districts and rur 
electric cooperatives as follows: 


Deer Park substation additions: Pend Oreille Electric Co-op, Inc., Inland Empir 
Rural Electric, Inc 

Ferry County service, Sherman Tapline and Orient substation: Ferry County 
Public Utility District 

Valley Way substation additions: Inland Empire Rural Electric, Inc. 

Idaho Panhandle transmission line and substation additions: Pend Oreill 
Electric Co-op, Inc., Pend Oreille County Public Utility District, Norther 
Lights, Inc 

Kalispel Substation additions: Flathead Electric Co-op, Inec., Lincoln Electr 
Co-op, Inc 


t. The following southeastern area facilities will reflect rural electric co-ops 
and public power districts as follows: 


McNary-LaGrande Line: Union County Public Utility District, Eastern Oregon 
Electric Co-op Association. 

Satus substation and Kennewick and Prosser substation additions: Benton 
County Public Utility District, Benton County Rural Electric Co-op, Inc, 

Franklin County Benton-Scooteney Line, Ringgold substation and Riverview 
and Franklin substation additions: Big Bend Electric Co-op, Ine., Franklin 
County Public Utility District. 

Ice Harbor Dam service tap line and Ice Harbor substation: Columbia Rural 
Electric Co-op, Ine. 

The Dalles substation addition: Northern Wasco Public Utility District, Wasco 
Electric Cooperative, Inc. 

Maintenance and operation 
We hope the subcommittee will also recommend sufficient maintenance and 


operation funds so that the Bonneville system can continue to function on an 
efficient and economically sound basis 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


The Bureau of Reclamation has asked for $193,S888,000 for construction during 
the fiscal year 1954, including funds for the following major electric power 
projects which will affect the rural electrics as indicated : 

Alaska 
1. Continuation of work on Eklutna power plant and transmission lines. 
Cooperatives affected : 

Chugach Electric Association, Inc., Anchorage, Alaska. 

Matanuska Electric Association, Palmer, Alaska. 

irizona 

1. Continuation of work on Davis-Mesa Coolidge 230-kilovolt transmission line. 

2. Continuation of work on second Parker-Gila 169-kilovolt transmission line. 

3. Continuation of work on second Phoenix-Tucson-Coolidge 115-kilovolt line. 

Cooperatives in Arizona do not receive direct service from the Bureau, but these 
facilities will be used to serve the Arizona Power Authority from which coopera- 
tives purchase at wholesale. 

Colorado 

1. Continuation of work on Green Mountain-Oak Creek 115-kilovolt trans- 
mission line 

2. Continuation of work on Beaver Creek (Brush)-Yuma-Wray 115-kilovolt 
transmission line. 

3’. Continuation of work on Flatiron-Greely-Beaver Creek-Sterling 115-kilovolt 
transmission line. 

+. Continuation of work on Flatiron-Brighton-Beaver Creek 115-kilovolt trans- 
mission line. 

5. Continuation of work on Polehill and Flatiron powerplants. 
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Cooperatives affected : 
Morgan County Rural Electric Association, Fort Morgan, Colo, 
Intermountain Electric Association, Littleton, Colo. 
Union Rural Electric Association, Inc., Brighton, Colo. 
Highline Electric Association, Holyoke, Colo. 
Poudre Valley Rural Electric Association, Inc., Fort Collins, Colo. 
Y-W Electric Association, Akron, Colo, 
Gunnison County Electric Association, Crested Butte, Colo. 
Sangre De Cristo Electric Association, Ine., Salida, Colo. 
Dolta-Montrose Rural Power Lines Association, Delta, Colo. 
Southwest Electric Membership Association, Palisade, Nebr. 
Midwest Electric Membership Corp., Grant, Nebr. 
Idaho 
1. Continuation of construction on Palisades powerplant. 
2. Start of American Falls powerplant Minidoka project 30,000 kilowatts 
Cooperatives affected : 
Fall River Rural Electric Co-op, Inc., Ashton, Idaho. 
Lost River Electric Co-op, Inc., Mackay, Idaho. 
Salmon River Electric Co-op, Inc., Challis, Idaho. 
Lower Valley Power & Light, Inc., Freedom, Wyo. 
Vissouri River Basin area 
1. Sioux Falls-Brookings, S. Dak., 115-kilovolt transmission line 
2. Brookings-Watertown, S. Dak., 115-kilovolt transmission line. 
3. Watertown-Grafton-Huron-Armour, 8S. Dak., 115 kilovolt transmission line 
t. Armour-Fort Randall-Gavins Point-Sioux Falls, S. Dak., 145-kilovolt trans- 
mission line. 
». Rapid City-Midland, 8S. Dak., 115-kilovolt transmission line 
6. Fort Randall-Winner, S. Dak., 115-kilovolt transmission line. 
7. Fort Randall-Oahe-Mowbridge-Garrison, N. Dak., 230-kilovolt transmission 
line, 
8. Fort Randall, S. Dak.-Sioux City, Iowa, 230-kilovolt transmission line 
9. Oahe-Midland, 8S. Dak., 115 kilovolt transmission line. 
10. Big Bend-Huron-Watertown, S. Dak., 230-kilovolt transmission line 
11. Fargo, N. Dak.,-Fergus Falls-Benson-Granite Falls—as much of the Min 
nesota 230-kilovolt transmission line as you can approve.’ 
12. B’smarck-Devaul, N. Dak., 69-kilovolt transmission line 
}. Williston-Garrison, N. Dak., 115-kilovolt transmission line 
4. Garrison-Voltaire, N. Dak.. 115-kilovolt transmission line.’ 
Edgeley-Groton, N. Dak., 115-kilovolt transmission line (tie between North 
Dakota and South Dakota loops.’ 
16. Lakota-Grand Forks, N. Dak., 115-kilovolt transmission line.’ 
17. Jamestown-Fargo. N. Dak., 230-kilovolt transmission line.’ 
18. Crow Creek, Mont., substation. 
19. Aleova-Boysen-Lovell, Wyo., 115-kilovolt transmission line 
20. Yellowtail-Billings, Mont., 115-kilovolt transmission line.’ 
21. Gavins Point, 8. Dak.-Belden, Nebr., 115-kilovolt transmission line.’ 
Sioux City, lowa-Omaha, Nebr., 230-kilovolt transmission line.’ 
Gering, Nebr.-Sterling, Colo., 115-kilovolt transmission line (Colorado-Big 
Thompson-Missouri Basin intertie). 
24. Seminoe-Westvaco, Wyo., 115-kilovolt transmission line. 
25. Alcova-Gering 115-kilovolt transmission line.’ 
Cooperatives affected : 
Bridger Valley Electric Association, Inc., Mountain View, Wyo. 
Panhand'e Rural Electric Membership Association, Alliance, Nebr., west of 
North Platte 
Niobrara Electric Membership Association, Hay Springs, Nebr., west of North 
Platte 
Yellowstone Valley Electric Cooperative, Inc., Huntley, Mont. 
Beartooth Electric Cooperative, Inc., Red Lodge, Mont. 
Big Horn County Electric Cooperative, Inc., Lodge Grass, Mont. 
Tongue River Electric Cooperative, Ashland, Mont. 
sig Horn Rural Flectric Co., Basin, Wyo. 
Garland Licht & Power, Powell, Wyo. 
Central Power Electric Cooperative, Inc., Minot, N. Dak 
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North Central Electric Cooperative, Inc., Bottineau, N. Dak. 
Baker Electric Cooperative, Inc., Cando, N. Dak. 

Tri County Electric Cooperative, Inc., Carrington, N. Dak. 
James Valley Electric Cooperative, Edgeley, N. Dak. 
RSR Electric Cooperative, Inc., Milnor, N. Dak. 
Verendrye Electric Cooperative, Inc., Belva, N. Dak. 
Capital Electric Cooperative, Bismarck, N. Dak. 

McLean Blectric Cooperative, Garrison, N. Dak. 

Fast River Electric Power Cooperative, Madison, S. Dak. 
Clay Union Electric Corporation, Vermillion, S. Dak. 
Union County Electric Cooperative, Elk Point, 8. Dak. 
Linecoln-Union Electric Co., Alcester, 8S. Dak 
Sioux Valley Empire Electric Association, Colman, 
Whetstone Valley Electric Association, Inc., Milban 
H-D Electric Association, Inc., Clear Lake, S. Dak. 
Codington-Clark Electric Association, Watertown, S. Dak 
Vurner-Hutchinson Electric Association, Marion, S. Dak 

Lake Region Electric Association, Inc., Webster, S. Dak 

Northern Electric Cooperative, Inc., Aberdeen, S. Dak. 

Intercounty Electric Association, Mitchell, S. Dak. 

Tri-County Electric Association, Plankinton, S. Dak. 

Bon Homme-Yankton Electric Association, Tabor, S. Dak. 

MeCook Electric Association, Salem, S, Dak. 

Ree Electric Association, Inc., Miller, S. Dak. 

Kingsbury Electric Cooperative, DeSmet, S. Dak 

Charles Mix Electric Association, Lake Andes, 8S. Dak. 

Beadle Electric Association, Huron, 8S. Dak. 

Spink Electrie Association, Redfield, S. Dak. 

Douglas Blectric Association, Armour, S. Dak. 

Traverse Electric Cooperative, Inc., Wheaton, Minn. 

Minnkota Power Cooperative, Inc., Grand Forks, N. Dak. 

Cass County Blectric Cooperative, Inc., Kindred, N. Dak. 

Nodak Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc., Grand Forks, N. Dak. 

Shevenne Valley Electric Cooperative, Finley, N. Dak. 

Cavalier Company Rural Electric Cooperative, Langdon, N. Dak. 

Red River Valley Cooperative Power Association, Halstad, Minn. 

Red Lake Plectric Cooperative, Inc., Red Lake Falls, Minn. 

Wild Rice Electric Cooperative, Inc., Mahnomen, Minn. 

PKM Electric Cooperative, Warren, Minn. 

Beltrami Electric Cooperative, Inc., Bemidji, Minn. 

Clearwater-Polk Electric Cooperative, Bagley, Minn. 

Rural Cooperative Power Association, Elk River, Minn. 

East Central Electric Association, Braham, Minn. 

Anoka County Cooperative Light & Power Association, Anoka, Minn. 
Kandeyohi Cooperative Electric Power Association, Willmar, Minn, 
Wright-Hennepin Cooperative Electric Association, Maple Lake, Minn. 
Mille Lacs Region Cooperative Power & Light Association, Aitkin, Minn. 
North Pine Electric Cooperative, Inc., Finlayson, Minn. 

Southwestern Minnesota Cooperative Electric, Pipestone, Minn. 

Nobles Cooperative Electric, Worthington, Minn. ; 

Acra-Lite Cooperative, Benson, Minn 

Minnesota Valley Cooperative Light & Power Association, Montevideo, Minn. 
Renville-Sibley Cooperative Power Association, Danube, Minn. 

Central Minnesota Cooperative Power Association, Clements, Minn. 
Federated Rural Electric Association, Jackson, Minn. 

Harrison Company Rural Electric Cooperative, Woodbine, Iowa 
Nishnabotna Valley Rural Electric Cooperative, Harlan, Iowa 

Sioux Electric Cooperative Association, Orange City, Iowa 

Plymouth Electric Cooperative Association, LeMars, Iowa 

Monona County Rural Electric Cooperative, Onawa, Iowa 

Lvon Rural Electric Cooperative, Rock Rapids, Iowa 

(Brien County Rural Electric Cooperative, Primghar, Iowa 

Woodbury County Rural Electric Cooperative Association, Moville, Iowa 
Cherokee County Rural Electric Cooperative, Cherokee, Iowa 

Osceola Electric Cooperative Inc., Sibley, Iowa 

Ida County Rural Electric Cooperative, Ida Grove, Iowa 

South Crawford Rural Electric Coonerative, Denison, Iowa 

Burt Company Rural Public Power District, Tekamah, Nebr. 


Ss. 


k, 
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Butler County, Rural Public Power District, David City, Nebr. 
Cedar, Knox County Rural Public Power District, Hartington, Nebr. 
Cornhusker Rural Public Power District, Columbus, Nebr. 
Cuming County Rural Public Power District, West Point, Nebr. 
Custer County Public Power District, Broken Bow, Nebr. 
Dawson County Public Power District, Lexington, Nebr. 

Eastern Nebraska Public Power District, Syracuse, Nebr. 
Elkhorn Rural Public Power District, Battle Creek, Nebr. 
Franklin County Electric Membership Corp., Franklin, Nebr 
Howard Greeley Rural Public Power District, St. Paul, Nebr. 

kK. B. R. Rural Public Power District, Ainsworth, Nebr. 

Loup Valleys Electric Membership Corp., Ord, Nebr. 

MeCook Public Power District, McCook, Nebr. 

Niobrara Valley EMC, O'Neill, Nebr. 

Norris Rural Public Power District, Beatrice, Nebr. 

North Central Nebraska Rural Public Power District, Creighton, Nebr. 
Northeast Nebraska Rural Public Power District, Emerson, Nebr. 
Polk County Rural Public Power District, Stromsburg, Nebr. 
Seward County Rural Public Power District, Seaward, Nebr. 
South Central Membership Association, Nelson, Nebr. 

Southern Nebraska Rural Power District, Grand Island, Nebr. 
Stanton County Rural Public Power District, Stanton, Nebr. 
‘win Valleys Public Power District, Cambridge, Nebr. 

Wayne County Rural Public Power District, Wayne, Nebr. 

York County Rural Public Power District, York, Nebr. 


Montana 


1. Continuation of work on Canyon Ferry powerplant. 
2. Continuation of work on Hungry Horse powerplant. 


” 
». 


Continuation of work on Fort Peck powerplant. 
1, Continuation of work on Missouri Diversion Unit. 
Cooperatives affected : 
Sun River Electric Co-op, Inc., Fairfield, Mont. 
Fergus Electric Co-op, Inc., Lewiston, Mont. 
Glacier County Electric Co-op, Inc., Cutbank, Mont. 
Marias River Electrie Co-op, Inc., Shelby, Mont. 
Hill County Electrie Co-op, Havre, Mont. 
(Most of these Montana cooperatives have 5-year contracts with Montana 
Power Co.) 


Vew Mexico 


1. Continuation of work on Rio Grande project. 
Cooperatives affected : 
Socorro Electric Co-op, Socorro, N. Mex. 
Central New Mexico Electric Co-op, Inc., Mountainair, N. Mex. 
Continental Divide Electric Co-op, Grants, N. Mex. 


Washington 
1. Start of Roza powerplant. 


Wyoming 
1. Continuation of work on Alcova powerplant. 
Cooperatives affected : 
Washlake Rural Electric Co., Worland, Wyo. 
Hot Springs County Rural Electric Association, Thermopolis, Wyo. 
Sheridan County Rural Electric Association, Sheridan, Wyo. 

Operation and maintenance.—We also hope the subcommittee will recommend 
0. and M., funds for the Bureau adequate to allow continued operation of existing 
power facilities. 

CONCLUSION 


As I have said previously, the rural areas of America at the present time are 
undergoing a great electrical revolution. Largely through the efforts of the rural- 
electrification program, the overall percentage of farms with central station 
service has increased from 11 percent in 1935 to near 90 percent at the present 
time. However, there are still more than half a million farm families without 
electric service, mostly in thinly settled areas where it is difficult to build the 
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necessary distribution facilities, beeause construction costs are high compared 
to the return that may be expected. 

The farm demands for electric service are growing so fast that the new Federa 
wholesale-power facilities here requested are required to meet them. 

We urge your favorable consideration of the items named. 

Mr. Exxis. I would like to call your attention to one thing that has 
been mentioned here this morning, and that is the extent of the growth 
of power facilities and the power demand in the country. I have 
attached to the back of these copies ot my statement that I gave you 
maps for your information only. I assume you cannot put them i 
the record. 

Mr. Jensen. No; I do not believe that we have let a single map go 
into the record this year. You are not asking that it do go in the 
record ¢ 

Mr. Evuis. No; the one I gave the clerk does not have it in it. 

Mr. Jensen. I may say that I have told everybody else who had maps 
that the \ would like to hie ave to go into the record th: at itisa very ex 
pensive process to reproduce these maps in the record of the hearings 

Mr. Exuis. Yes; I understand that. 

Mr. Jensen. And inasmuch as we are trying to save a dollar here 
and there wherever we can we are not putting them in. 

Mr. Exuts. I would like you to follow me on those charts, if you will, 
a moment and I will point out something which we think is import: int 
to you. I have the figures from which the charts were made in the 
tatement which I have filed. 

In 1912 the total capacity for electrical production in the United 
States—total capacity of everyone—was 11 million kilowatts. That 
had doubled by 1922 to 2014 million kilowatts of generating capacity 
That included every producer of electric power. In 1932 it had dou 
bled again to 43 million kilowatts of capacity. These figures are 
from the records of the Federal Power Commission. In 1942, even 
though we had in the interim a a depression, it had increased by 
one-third again, and by 1942 it was five times what it was in 1912. 
By 1951 it had jumped up to 75 million kilowatts of capacity in the 
country. By 1955—and this is the combined estimate of the Federal 
Power ( iieiatablines and the Defense Electric Power Administration 
there will be another 50 percent increase in the 4 years up to 1955; 
that is from 1951 to 1955. DEP A has stated that generally the powel 
requirements of this country are doubling every 10 years. There is 
no major American industry growing anything like as fast as the elec 
tric power industry. It is very difficult, with the best that everyone 
can do, to keep up with the demand. 

A phenomenal thing is happening on the farm. Our farm loads 
are growing even faster than the loads generally in the country, per 
centagewise. The mechanization of American industry did not hit 
the farm until about 25 years ago and the electric phase of it did not 
come until in the past 17 or 18 years. It is a farm revolution, a trans- 
formation. You will notice that those charts are different, but the 
percentage increases in total use of power and in farm use of power 
are comparable. In 1942 the rural electrics were using 1 billion kilo 
watt-hours of electricity. That first chart is broken down into kilo- 
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watt capacity and in the second the kilowatt-hours are used. In 1946, 
the rural electric power use had jumped from 1 billion to 21% billion 
kilowatt-hours in the 4 years from 1942 to 1946. By 1948 we had 
vone to 11, billion kilowatt-hours. We had almost doubled again in 
those 2 years. By 1951 we had almost doubled again—in 3 years. 
In 1952 it is our estimate that we used something in the neighborhood 
of between 12 and 13 billion kilowatt-hours. That is a twelvefold 
ncrease in 10 years. 

It is true that we will probably level off some because we have 
ichieved nearly 90 percent area coverage, but the usage on the part of 
those already served is still going up, and there is not any leveling off 
that we can see yet in the use of power, whether it be in Idaho, Iowa, 
(rkansas, or any other State. About one-fourth of our systems, as 

determined by our own surveys which we are making every January, 
are in some difliculty on power supply. A lot of it is inadequacy y of 
supply out in the areas where these loads are building up. There may 
be power available in a general area, but getting it out to the load 
centers where our systems can pick it up and use it, is difficult. 

Our systems are paying the commercial companies an average of 
zbout 8.6 mills per kilowatt-hour for power. They are paying the 
I ‘ederal Government an average of about 4.9 mills. So, you can see 
there is a substantial savings to them. Our systems are generating 
only about 14 percent of their own power. On the basis of these 
figures, our systems saved between $11 and $12 million last year on 
power which the *y purchased from the Federal Government over what 
they would have saved had they purchased it from commercial com 
panies. They could not have purchased from other sources some of 
the areas where the Federal power has been made available to them. 
Usually, in the areas where the dams are located is rugged country, 
the more thinly settled country and the lower-income country, and the 
demands in those areas are not too great. 

We think there is no discrimination in the Federal Government 
serving wholesale power to the rural electrics—by comparison with 
the commercial companies. We are buying only about 5.6 percent of 
the Federal power. The commercial companies are purchasing 21 
percent, I believe, of the Federal power. 

I want to make a statement with regard to the southeastern area in 
order to clear up something that was said this morning. TI believe Mr. 
Faris of South Carolina said that the Greenwood Commission was 
served by that line from Clark Hill Dam to Greenwood and that it 
served nobody but the commission. That is true, except that the com- 
mission in turn serves wholesale power to three electric cooperatives 
in that part of the State all of their requirements, and serves another 
in part. The Greenwood Commission is wheeling power through its 
system from Clarks Hill Dam to these others. I wanted to get the 
record clear on that. 

In the Bonneville area some of our people are concerned about cus- 
tomer facilities. I think that they have agreed to some substantial 
reduction, or deferral, on customer facilities in that general area, and 
I believe you either have had, or will have, that information in detail, 
but those facilities that are necessary to carry the power to our load 
centers, should be started this year, we do, of course, support. 
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There are not many new starts in the Bureau of Reclamation re 
quest and not many to be completed. There are two lines that our 
people are particularly interested in. One, you have already heard 
testimony on, and that is the Minnesota line. We are very anxious to 
have that line built. 

Mr. Chairman, you are very familiar with this next item : Our people 
in northwest Iowa are interested in the Fort Randall-Sioux City line, 
which will help bring bureau power into that part of the State. 

Mr. Jensen. It has already been appropriated for. 

Mr. Exuis. I think there is still an item to complete it. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Exxis. Gentlemen, I think that concludes my statement. 

Mr, Jensen. I note you are recommending the building of a powel 
plant on the Roza project of the Yakima project, W ashington State 

1 wonder if you looked into that very thoroughly before you re 
ommended it? They are asking us to spend $2,600,000 for a powe1 
plant in an area where there is adequate power, and where they cai 
buy power for 2 mills a kilowatt, and yet they ask us to spend $2,600,000 
Did you know that ? 

Mr. Exuis. No, sir, I did not know that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. And you recommend we do it. 

Mr. Exxits. May I say it this way: Our people in the Northwest are 
concerned about the overall supply. We do not mean to request that : 
single facility be built that will not be necessary to our growing power 
supply requirements. If we have such an item included here in this 
listing of the Bonneville items where there is adequate power, and will 
continue to be adequate power, for our systems, I would say it is an 
error on our part, because we do not intend to ask for anything that is 
not needed. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, this Roza power plant is not for REA. 
The purpose of this Roza power plant is to pump water into the Roza 
irrigation project in Washington State, as it was so testified. I would 
not say that it will not be used for the purposes stated, but so far as 
being an REA project, it is not an REA project. It is purely a pump 
ing plant to pump water onto the land. All they have to do is plug it 
into the “postage-stamp rate,” which is 2 mills a kilowatt, but they 
had the audacity to ask us to spend $2,600,000 for a power plant. 

Mr. Erus. Mr. Chairman, I have just asked our engineer here, 
Charlie Robinson, about that item for he has been in contact with our 
people in the Northwest and with the Bureau and the Bonneville 
people and he tells me it is his understanding that there would be some 
surplus power from that plant, which would assist in the area. 

Mr. Jensen. No one up there has complained about not getting 
enough power at 2 mills a kilowatt. 

There are some other places, too, Mr. Ellis, that I think you should 
look into. For instance, the Ice Harbor Dam tap line and Ice Harbor 
substation and the Dalles svbstation. I am just glancing through 
the statement, but that is not so important, because, affer all, the com- 
mittee is looking into all those matters and is going to use the very 
best jidgment possible and try to be fair with everyone concerned. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Ellis, a few moments ago I asked Mr. Buck whether 
he felt there was any danger of losing what I consider to be a very 
valuable asset in the REA program, and that is the question of local 
control by local people over their own systems. 
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I understand some of the activities here that we have been dis- 
cussing this morning, that it is the intention of the REA involved 
to lease its facilities, both generating and transmission facilities, to 
the Federal Government, over a long period of time; is that correct ? 

Mr. Exuis. That is generally correct, but that does not apply to the 
generating facilities. I believe that none of those agreements pro- 
vides for leasing the generating plant; only transmission lines. 

Mr. Buner. It is a matter that disturbs me. How can we retain 
that local control, which to me is very valuable, when the facilities 
are turned over to the Federal Government on a long-term lease ¢ 

Mr. Exuis. Well, Mr. Budge, I think it works this way: I do not 
think it works against local control. Take, for instance, a generating 
plant in Iowa, which our systems built and leased to a local power 
company to operate. They concluded after a long study that that 
was the cheapest way to operate that one plant and that they would 
simply lease the plant to the power company, since the power com 
pany has its various engineers and other people, qualified to operate 
a generating plant, and could operate that plant more cheaply than 
they could staff up to operate the plant. They do not lose control. 
It is a means of achieving control. They continue to buy the power 
from the plant or they take the power from the plant under their 
arrangements and distribute it. 

The same principle was applied here in the Southwest on these con- 
tracts. It was determined that the cheapest way to do it was to permit 
SPA, which was geared to operate these heavy transmission lines and 
todo the maintenance on them in connection with its integrated system, 
to operate the lines. Our local cooperatives still own the generating 
plants and they still own the transmission lines, for that matter, and 
they still have control. The whole arrangement was part of a means 
of achieving local control of their power supply. 

Now, it is true that there was an option in those contracts for the 
Government to purchase those lines at some time in the future. Of 
course, it would take an act of Congress—an appropriation, as I under- 
stand—for the money to be appropriated, even if it is a very small 
amount, but the rural electrics do intend to keep control of their 
operations. 

Mr. Buper. I hope that they will retain ownership. It seems to me 
that the policymaking should be retained in the REA and not turned 
over to the Federal Government. 

I hope that in your consideration of these arrangements with the 
Federal Government that you do insist that the actual control over 
the operations remain where it should be—with the local people—and 
not brought here to Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Exxis. Thank you and we shall do that. 

Mr. Burrow. So far as Oklahoma is concerned, my friend, do not 
worry about that. 

Mr. Norrei. Just one question so I will know we are together in 
our thinking. We will not prolong this hearing, but you are familiar 
with the continuing fund in the Southwestern area. I believe the 
original budget estimate for the continuing fund was $5,650,000, and 
then, after the Supreme Court’s decision, one item was eliminated and 
the total remaining is $3,736,000, which is the amount you mentioned 
in vour statement. 


Mr. Exits. That is right. 
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Mr. Norrexy. I just wanted to bring that out for the record—that 
actually there is no continuing fund now, as I understand it, to be 
used in the State of Arkansas. 

Mr. Euuts. That is right except that some of the funds may be neces 
sary in the power exchange or wheeling contract which may be signe 

Mr. Norrevs. That is right. I notice my friend over here seemed 
to be concerned about it and I wanted to get that clear in the record 

One other thing. I want to get your reaction to this: It has be 
testified here before this committee that in case there is no continuing 
fund allowed, that it will not interrupt the sale of power under exist 
ing arrangements and delivery of that power. We have been told 
that if the continuing fund was entirely eliminated, that would not, 
in any way, have any effect on the operation that you now have in th« 
Southwest. 

Mr. Jensen. In furnishing the power to preferred customers. 

Mr. Norrewuyi. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. Or anyone else. 

Mr. Norrett. What is your reaction to that? 

Mr. ELLs. I do not see how that could be, Mr. Norrell. If it is 
true, fine, but I do not see how it could work. For example, some of 
these gentlemen here are from the Missouri and Oklahoma generation 
and transmission co ops and they can verify what I Say or correct 
me. When several electric distribution co-ops go together and build 
a generating plant to serve themselves, they must, in the interest of 
economy and efficiency, build it larger to begin with than needed for 
the year they start. Therefore, for a while—maybe up until 4 or 5 


or more vears—they are going to have some excess capacity to sell 


from the generating plant which they build. They must sell t 
capac ity to someone and it is wpa al to sell it to SPA in that sarin, 
as under their mutual exchange arrangements. SPA uses the power 
to firm up its hydro, which it then sells at a higher price, just as it 
uses the thermal power which it obtains under similar exchange agre 


ments from the power companies. 

Mr. Norrei.. Our questions the other day were based solely on th 
next fiscal year and they said that the money could not be used and 
would not be used and they did not need it, and they all testified her 
before this committee, as the chairman and myself have indicated, 
that it would not in any way interrupt the sale and delivery of powe1 
to the preferred customers during the next fiscal year. 

Mr. Ex.is. Well, now, here is Mr. L. R. Barrow, manager of thi 
power cooperative at Anadarko, Okla., whose system is ready to go 
now in a few days’ time. In this first year, I am pretty sure, Mr. 

surrow will buy more power from SPA than he sells them. 

You will buy more than you sell; is that right ? 

Mr. Burrow. Right. 

Mr. Exxis. Then the flow would be from you to them, and the con 
tinuing fund is still necessary because they do not pay the difference. 
SPA must pay Mr. Burrow’s co-op cash for the power it buys from 
him, and his co-op must pay the Treasury cash for all it buys 
from SPA. 

Mr. Burrow. They buy the total electric output of our plant. We 
buy our requirements back from SPA. 

Mr. Exxis. And they have to pay you cash for it? 


tow! 
Pow 
Okla 
com 
as fe 

()) 
M. 4 
tive, 


Elec 





—~ 


vid 


Mr. Burrow. Yes, sir. And then, in return, we buy all of our 

juirements from SPA, and pay the Government cash for all of it. 
We are not permitted to barter power with SPA as the power 
mpanies do. 

Mr. Norreni. When you revise your remarks I am sure the chair 

an will not object to your adding anything you might want to, if 

t too long, to this question. 

| thought they were entitled to know the evidence we had here 
fore this committee. This committee is always interested in REA 

d lam the author of the REA law in Arkansas. 

The material referred to follows:) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF CLYDE T. ELLIS 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, this statement is in further 
ply to the question which Congressman Norrell asked me during my testimony 
sterday. His question, as I recall it, was whether the Southwestern Power 
\dministration’s service to the rural electric systems in the SPA area would 

adversely affected if Congress should not approve the continuing fund which 
« being requested by SPA, 

Right away I sent Douglas G. Wright, Administrator of Southwestern Power 
\dministration, the following telegram yesterday : 

‘If Congress should not appropriate for the SPA continuing fund according 

your revised budget request, what would be the effect on your contractual 
rrangements with Western Farmers and KAMO Power Co-ops in Oklahoma 
d Central, N. W., Sho-Me, and M. & A. Power Co-ops in Missouri? If your 
nuswer is that you must have the continuing fund in order to carry out these 
ontracts, will you please state how much you must have to carry out these and 
ther contractual obligations. Will you also please wire me how much you must 
ive and for what purposes it would be used.” 

Later in the day I received the following reply from Mr. Wright: 


APRIL 1, 1953—4: 36 P. M. 

Retel this date, please be advised that should Congress not approve continuing 
fund in SPA revised budget, existing contractual arrangements with Western 

rmers E'ectric Cooperative in Oklahoma and Central and N. W. Coopera- 

es in Missouri could not be carried out. Existing contract with Sho-Me 
wer Corp. would not be affected because we do not anticipate expenditures 

der that contract during fiscal year 1954. Existing contract with the M. & A. 
Electrie Power Cooperative could be effective in part without approval of the 
ontinning fund, In that eventuality, it might become impossible to serve the 
towns of Sikeston and Poplar Bluff, Mo., under the contract with M. & A. Electric 
Power Cooperative. In order to carry out contracts with these cooperatives, the 
Oklahoma utility companies, and the proposed contract with other private utility 
omptnies, SPA requires a continuing fund for fiscal year 1954 of $3,736,000, 
is follows : 

Oklahoma utilities companies, $112,800; other utility companies, $60,900; 
M. & A. Electric Power Cooperative, $25,100; Central Electric Power Coopera- 
tive, $1,239,500; N. W. Electric Power Cooperative, $1,073,000; Western Farmers 
Electric Cooperative, $1,055,700; KAMO Electric Power Cooperative, $169,000. 

DovueLas G. WricHt, 
{dministrator, Southwestern Power Administration, Tulsa, Okla. 


I also submit herewith statements from some of the managers of the genera 
m and transmission cooperatives to the effect that their supplies of power 
vould be adversely affected by the failure of the Congress to approve the SPA 
ntinuing-fund request. 
The following is a statement which Larry Burrow, manager of Western 
Farmers Electric Cooperative, Anadarko, Okla., has given me to submit to you: 
‘IT have been informed that testimony has been presented before this subcom- 
ttee alleging that the existing contractual arrangements between Western 
rmers Electric Cooperative, a generating and transmission cooperative at 
nadarko, Okla., and the Government could be carried out without the con 
ling fund. Such a statement is fantastic and is not true for the following 
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reason: The contracts between the cooperative and the Government contain 
following stipulations: 

“*This agreement is and all rights and obligations hereunder and the exp. 
ture of funds by the Government under any provision hereof are expressly ¢ 
ditioned and contingent on the Congress making the necessary appropriations 
enable the Government to carry out the provisions of the agreement, and in « 
the Congress fails to make such appropriations, the cooperative hereby re! 
the Government from all liability due to the inability of the Governme: 
perform this agreement on that account.’ ”’ 

The following is a statement which Truman Green, manager, Central Elect 
Power Cooperative, Jefferson City, Mo., has given me to submit to your « 
mittee: 

“Since August 1952, SPA has leased and operated 55 miles of our line fr 
Bull Shoals to Mansfield, Mo Power has been delivered over this line to 
of our members, Sho-Me Power Corp., and SPA is paying for lease of this 
from last year’s continuing fund 

ty May of 1953 we will energize our entire system under the lease to § 
and all funds requested by SPA for the continuing fund are absolitely essen 
for the year beginning July 1, 1955 

“We have no way planned to operate after July 1, 1953, unless the continui 
fund is available to SPA.” 

I submit copies of the following telegrams from other power co-op Mmanax 
of the area: 

CAMERON, Mo., April 1, 19 
CLYpDE T. ELLIS, 
1303 Neu Hampshire {renne NW, 
Washington, D. C.: 


N. W. Electric Power Cooperative expects to complete construction on 
generating plant and all transmission lines and substations July 380, 19 
Allowing 30 days’ shakedown, we expect to start delivery of power to SPA 
inder our contract September 19, 1953 

N. W. Evecrric Power Cooperativ} 
F, A. MarTz, Vanager. 


PopLAR Biurr, Mo., April 1, 195 
CLYDE T. ELLs, 
Brecutive Manager, National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, 
1803 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, D. C.: 


Confirming telephone conversation Mr. Robinson relative Southwestern Po 
Administration continuing fund, M & A directly affected if not approved. Cor 
tracts provide payments at 1% mills per kilowatt-hour by Southwestern Powe 
Administration to M & A for wheeling power to Southwestern Power Ad 
ministration Customers estimate 145 million kilowatt-hours will be whee 
by by mid-19538 Contracts also provide M & A will sell excess offpeak pows 
from generating plant to Southwestern Power Administration at rate of 4 n 
per kilowatt-hour. These payments to M & A must come from continuin’ fm 
M & A and SPA now interconnected by Norfork Dam-Idalia 154-kilovolt line 
owned by Southwestern Power Administration and operating under interchan: 

power agreements At present lease-option contracts for M & A being stud e 
by REA and SPA This cooperative offers every assistance to secure favorabl 
consideration of continuing fund by Congress, 

M & A Erectrric Power Co-op, 
JaMes W. Owen, Jr., Manage 


Rex Dewey, manager of KAMO Power Cooperative, Vinita, Okla., has give 

me the following statement 
A portion of the KAMO system is expected to be ready for operation b 

July or August of 1953 and the entire system is scheduled for operation som 
time in October or November 1953 Under the contract between KAMO ai 
SPA, SPA will pay the amortization charges on the line plus all operation and 
maintenance, and in exchange will have the use of any excessive capacity 
transmit to municipalities and other preference customers. In turn, KAM0 
will purchase from SPA at the Clinton, Carthage, and Springfield, Mo., sul 
Stations, up to 55,000 kilowatts of power for delivery over the system to the 
KAMO member cooperatives. The consideration under the contracts will be « 
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a cash basis, and no offsetting of bills is permitted or anticipated. Therefore, 
without the continuing fund appropriation, SPA will be unable to carry out the 
terms of its agreement with KAMO.” 

It would therefore appear that in view of the existing contracts between SPA 
and the rural electric cooperatives, the SPA continuing fund is essential to the 
rural electrification program in the SPA area 

Mr. Woop. If our contracts were like the power company con 
tracts, then Mr. Burrow’s system might not require any continuing 
fund to operate. 

Mr. Norrety. Of course, what your REA wants is uninterrupted 
service With no increase in rates. 

Mr. Woop. That is right. 

Mr. Exuis. We have a short statement which was left here by one 
of our group, Mr. Arthur G. Robertson, and we would like to have 
it included in the record, if that meets with your approval. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR G. RoBerTson, Monte Vista, Coio., TREASURER, SAN Lut 
VALLEY Rvurat ELectric Cooperativi 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Arthur G. Robertson, and I am the 
treasurer of San Luis Valley Rural Electric Cooperative, and have been a mem 
her of its board of directors since the organization of the cooperative in 1937 
I own and operate a 3820-acre farm in Rio Grande County, Colo., 4 miles northeast 
of the city of Monte Vista. 

On behalf of our cooperative, I wish to request the favorable consideration by 
your committee of funds for the following Bureau of Reclamation projects for 
the fiscal year 1954: 

1. San Luis Valley project-—We are particularly interested in seeing that 
funds are provided for the preparation of a definite plan report and for cor 
struction of the Wagon Wheel Gap Dam and power plant, which is a portion of 
the San Luis Valley project, authorized in 1940. The power is urgently needed 
in this area and so is the supplemental water for irrigation which will be 
provided by this project. 

2. Colorado-Big Thompson project.—We also request that adequate operation 
and maintenance funds as well as the necessary construction funds be awarded 
for this project as it is our present source of power for our cooperative. We are 
existing on a short-term contract with the Bureau of Reclamation for power 
from the Big Thompson project, and must maintain this source of power until 
the Wagon Wheel Gap Dam and power plant is completed 
3. Rio Grande project, New Mexico \ portion of our system will be served 
by the Plains Electric Generation and Transmission Cooperative. The Bureau 
needs funds in order to provide a tie line with the Plains generation plant in 
order to operate both the Bureau lines and the cooperative’s plant at maximum 
efficiency 

t. Frying Pan, Ark., project—-We are desirous of having funds provided 
to prepare final plans and construction for this project as it may be our only 
salvation in the event the Colorado-Big Thompson cannot furnish us with 
adequate power before the completion of Wagon Wheel Gap. 


Mr. Exuas. Mr. Chairman, I would also like to submit for the record 
parts of resolutions which were passed by the Rural Electrie ¢ oopera- 
tives of the United States at their recent national, annual meeting, 
and I would like to read those portions at this time. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Ellis. 

Mr. Exvuts (reading) : 


Whereas the rural electric cooperatives of Minnesota have, with commercial 
power companies, presented a plan for joint use of all available electric facilities 
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to Congress for the distribution of Missouri Valley electric power to cooperatives 
and municipalities; and 

Whereas such joint plant is impossible without the construction of Governme! 
owned 230-kilovolt transmission lines from Fargo, N. Dak., to Fort Randa 
through western Minnesota: and 

Whereas the commercial power companies have declared to committees 
Gongress the impossibility of such companies to finance and construct sai 
230-kilovolt lines for distribution of Missouri's Valley power to cooperatives and 
municipalities: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States he requested to pros ide 
funds necessary for construction of 230-kilovolt lines through western Minness 


The second resolution is as follows: 


Be it further resolved, That the Congress of the United States is petitioned 
provide funds and loan authorizations for river basin and waterpower devel 
ments and for the generation of electricity in connection therewith; and be 
further 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States is petitioned to provide fu 
and loan authorizations for the construction of transmission lines to distrib 
the electric power so generated to cooperatives, public power districts, an 
municipal consumers, at their load centers, and to integrate various elect 
facilities regardless of who owns or operates them: and be it further 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States is petitioned to provide funds 
and loan authorizations for the construction of fuel-burning generating capacity 
where necessary to firm up hydrogeneration and to improve the efficiency 
such generation. 


The third resolution is as follows: 


Whereas the Congress has heretofore appropriated funds to enable South 
western Power Administration to arrange for the integration of its facilities with 
those of cooperatives, public bodies, and commercial power companies, so as to 
provide maximum benefits; and 

Whereas Southwestern Power Administration has entered into contracts for 
such purposes, and it is essential that these contractual arrangements be con 
summated : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Congress appropriate sufficient funds in the continuing fund 
for Sonthwestern Power Administration to enable it to fulfill its contractual ob] 
gations for the purchase, sale, and delivery of power, entered into with various 
rural electric cooperatives, public bodies, and commercial power companies. 


The fourth resolution which I wish to place in the record is as 
follows: 


Be it further resolved, That we strongly recommend to the Congress their con- 
tinued support of Federal development of the Missouri Basin by appropriating 
adequate funds for dams, hydroplants, and transmission lines, 


The fifth resolution which I wish to place in the record is as follows: 


Now, therefore, be it resolved, That we delegates to this 11th annual meeting 
of the National Rural Electrification Cooperative Association, assembled in San 
Francisco on January 26-29, 1953, do hereby petition and especially urge the 
National Congress to 

1. Appropriate necessary and adequate funds for the construction of Hartwell 
and Upper Columbia Dams and generation, integration, and transmission facil 
ities in the Southeast to tie in hydroprojects with electric cooperatives, and 
funds to complete Jim Woodruff and Buford Dams. 


Thank you very kindly, gentlemen, for your time and the considera- 
tion which you have shown us. 


Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Ellis. 





Wepnespay, Aprit 1, 1953. 
RECLAMATION ProgEcTS 
WITNESSES 


J. E. LOISEAU, PRESIDENT, PUBLIC SERVICE CO. OF COLORADO 

RALPH GALE, VICE PRESIDENT, IDAHO POWER CO. 

DAIRD D. MOFFAT, JR., ASSISTANT TO PRESIDENT, UTAH POWER & 
LIGHT CO. 


kK. E. DARLING, GENERAL MANAGER, SOUTHERN WYOMING UTIL- 
ITIES CO. 


COLORADO-BIG TITOMPSON PROJEC'I 


Mr. Jensen. Mr. Loiseau, we are glad to see you before the commit 
tee again. You have been here many times before to give us informa 
tion about the things which your company is interested in. I presume 

ou want to do that again today ¢ 

Mr. Lotsrau. That is my purpose in being here. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Loiseau. 

Mr. Lorsrav. My name is J. E. Loiseau. I am president of the Pub 

Service Co. of Colorado. I have a prepared statement which I 
would like to introduce for the record. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


\TEMENT BY PusLic SERVICE Co. OF COLORADO RE 1954 APPROPRIATION REQUEST 
FOR COLORADO-BIG THOMPSON PROJEC' 


PURPOSI 


rhe purpose of this statement is to present to the respective congressional sub 
nittees on Interior Department appropriations a protest against the inclu 

n of the item entitled “Flatiron-Valmont 115-kilovolt transmission line, $408, 
O00” in the appropriation requests of the Bureau of Reclamation in connection 
vith the Colorado-Big Thompson project. 

The reasons for making this protest are: 

1. Appropriations for transmission facilities to accomplish same purpose pre 
iously denied. 
Public-service company willing to build this interconnection line at its own 
expense, 


}. Construction of interconnection by company affords substantial savings to 
Government and taxpayers. 

t. This additional interconnection contingent on contract for additional power 
transfers. 


f 


ippropriations for transmission facilities to accomplish same purpose pre- 
viously denied 


During the past several years the Bureau of Reclamation has sought to obtain 
uthorization and appropriations which would permit it to construct a 115 
ilovolt transmission line from various points on the Colorado-Big Thompson 
roject to the Valmont plant of the Public Service Co. of Colorado. Each year a 
ifferent plant was proposed to accomplish this purpose. The company has 

Vays opposed these plans as being uneconomical and unsound from an engineer 
g and operating standpoint as well as needless expenditure of Government 
inds, The company has insisted that such interconnection must be direct from 
Flatiron switchyard of the project to the Valmont plant of the company. Each 
ear the Congress has agreed with the company’s position and has denied funds 

* a transmission line for this interconnection, although $10,000 was appro 
priated last year for preliminary engineering for Leyner switchyard tap. 
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This year the Bureau has again changed its plans and seeks funds for co 
struction of a direct line from Flatiron to Valmont, which is identical with t! 
plan proposed by the company over the years. They now have abandoned the 
Leyner tap idea for which they sought and received a $10,000 appropriation | 
vear. A map showing the proposed interconnection is attached hereto as « 
hibit A. 


», Public-service company willing to build this interconnection line at its own 
CLPense 

As stated on previous occasions before this committee, the company is ready 
to build the necessary Flatiron-Valmont 115-kilovolt transmission line at its 
own expense. It has so advised the Bureau of Reclamation verbally on many 
occasions and by a letter dated December 12, 1950. <A copy of this letter was 
incorporated in the company’s testimony before this committee 2 years ago 
The project has been authorized by the company’s board of directors and 
neluded in the company’s current construction budget. 

Engineers of the company have made necessary center-line surveys and 
route of the transmission line has been selected. 

On January 3, 1952, the company made application to the Defense Elect 
Power Administration for allocation of the critical items of material necessary 
to construct the Flatiron-Valmont 115-kilovolt transmission line. This project 
(DEPA serial No. 5120-B) was authorized by DEPA on January 31, 1952 (au 
thorization No. 4362). Following this, the Bureau of Reclamation applied 
DEVA for their Leyner-Valmont proposal, and as a result of this controversial 
situation the Defense Electric Power Administration by letter of March 7, 1952, 
withdrew their authorization pending the determination of who would build 
line and until contractual arrangements were worked out. 


f ; 


Construction o interconnection by company affords substantial savings 0 


Government and tarpayers 

The estimated cost of construction of this line by the Bureau of Reclamation 
as shown in the budget for fiscal vear 1954 is $408,000, with S388.000 to be 
expended within the fiscal year and $20,000 in subsequent years, Construction 
of this line by the company at its own expense would, therefore, result in a 
clear-cut savings to the Government and the taxpayers of $408,000. 

The original cost estimate for the Colorado-Big Thompson project, as set forth 
in Senate Document Ne. SO, 75th Congress, Ist session, was approximately $44 
million. The estimate of the Bureau for the cost of the project, as shown in 
their fiscal year 1954 budget request, is $164 million. In light of this, every 
effort should be made to reduce the cost of this project. 

if the proposed line is constructed by the company, the company will also 
operate and maintain this line with a further savings to the Government in 
annual operation and maintenance expense of at least $4,500. 

The company can see no reason why the Federal Government should spend 
taxpayers money for the construction of a facility, the sole purpose of which 
s to interconnect the facilities of the Bureau with those of the company, when 
the company is willing to construct such at its own expense. 


}. This additional interconnection contingent on contract for additional power 
transfers 

The purpose of the proposed Flatiron-Valmont 115-kilovolt line is to provide 
a stronger interconnection between the hydro system of the Colorado-Big Thomp 
son project and the steam system of the company. Such an interconnection will 
make possible the integrated operation of these two systems resulting in more 
efficient utilization of all the generating facilities. The construction of such an 
interconnection, of course, is contingent upon an appropriate contractual arrange 
ment between the Bureau and the company for the purchase, sale, and inter 
change of power and energy. The company and the Bureau have opened nego- 
tiations on such a contract. The fact that the company has negotiated many 
previous contracts with the Bureau indicates there is every reason to believe that 
i mutually satisfactory agreement will be consummated, 


CONCLUSION 
In view of the fact that the company is ready and willing to construct the 


Flatiron-Valmont line at its own expense, resulting in a saving of $408,000 
to the taxpayers, the company respectfully requests that the committee deny 
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» item in the Bureau of Reclamation’s 1954 budget request for the Colorado- 

¢ Thompson project which is designated as follows: 

itiron-Valmont, 115-kilovolt transmission line: 
Total estimated cost 


, $408, 000 
Program, fiscal year 1954 


388, 000 
Respectfully submitted. 
Purnic Service COMPANY OF COLORADO. 


J. E. Lorseau, President. 
DENVER, CoLo., March 1953. 


FLATIRON-VALMONT 115-KILOVOLT TRANSMISSION LINE 


Mr. Lotseav. I am here in connection with an appropriation request 


the Colorado- Big Thompson project. The item is entitled “Flat- 
ron-Valmont. 115-kilovolt transmission line.” 


Mr. Jensen. Have you had previous information to the effect that 

e request for the Flatiron-Valmont line has been deleted from the 
riginal budget ? 

Mr. Lotsrav. I did not know that. 

Mr. Jensen. That isa fact. 

Mr. Lotsravu. Completely deleted ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; $408,000. 

Mr. Lotsrav. That was for the year 1954? 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. It is out. So that being the fact may 
ilter your testimony to some degree. 

Mr. Lotsrav. Well, if there is no request for the line there is noth- 
ng for me to protest against, except to say the Bureau has been trying 
to put in a similar line for the last 4 years. We have always con- 
te nded we were willing to build that line from Flatiron to Valmont, a 

ance of 25 miles, at our own expense. 

Mr. JENSEN, I remember that. 

Mr. Lotsrav. The Bureau people told us it was in the budget again, 
nd that is why we are down here. 

Mr. JENsEN. Well, it is out. 

Mr. Lotsravu. Well, have nothing to say if it is out. I want to say 

is: We have already mapped our right-of-way, and. we will build 
iline. It has alrady been authorized by our board of directors, and as 
soon as We can arrive at a proper contractual relation for the purchase 
of power we will start the line. Weare in negotiation with the Bureau 
n respect to the contract, and as soon as the contract is consummated 
we will start the line at our own expense. 

JeNsEN. And are you willing to go on record and say that your 

company will furnish the power necessary to serve that area so far 

it is the responsibility of your company, adequate power at the 
rates approved by the Federal Power Commission 

Mr. Lorsravu. Not by the Federal Power Commission. We are under 
home rule and the Public Utilities Commission of Colorado. 

Mr. Jensen. Almost every private utility must have its rates ap- 
proved by the Federal Power Commission. 

Mr. Lotsrav. I think, Congressman, that the Federal Power Com- 
mission, where companies are under its jur ane tion, has the approval 

of wholesale rates for retail, but I think in all other cases the local 
“i are always under a local jurisdiction. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 
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Mr. Lotsrav. I can say we have more than doubled our plant s 
the war and have on order a 100,000-kilowatt unit, and I can ass 
you there will be no power shortage in the area we serve. 

In connection with relations with the Bureau of Reclamatio) 
would like to say that there is a philosophy in the Bureau that 1 
wish to get all the power they can for sale, and consequently when t} 
have a project that develops firm power and dump power, they seek 1 
get firming-up power from us. That is, they want to buy steam pow 
from us so as to firm up the unfirmed power, and thereby give tli 
a lot more powe r for sale. 

We think the proper philosophy in connection with a Govern 
project is, inasmuch as the panee is always a byproduct, they cies 
sell that byproduct in the form in which it is created; and inasm 
as the Federal Government is not in the utility | uSsiINess as such, 
believe all the power they have should be sold—whether peak 
power, firm power, or dump power—and they should not erect ste 
plants or buy steam power to firm it up, when some of the very c 
tomers they might serve under the preference clause they would tak 
from our system. 

We wish to integrate our system with the hydro system of 
Bureau, particularly the Big Thompson project, and we are willing g 
to pump steam power into thei Ir system W ith the right of ti aking it out 
as firm or peaking power at a much higher rate. They get steam at 
the steam resale cost of around 2 mills. If we can pump steam powe! 
into their system and take it out at peak load, we would be justified i1 
paying as much as 8 mills for that power, and that is the basis o1 

hich we think we should negotiate a contract. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Loiseau. 


MINIDOKA PROJECT, IDAILO, NORTH SIDE PUMPING DIVISION 


Mr. Jensen. You may proceed, Mr. Gale. 

Mr. Gare. My name is Ralph Gale. Tam a vice president of thi 
Idaho Power Co., which is a privately financed electric service co1 
pany operating in southern Idaho, eastern Oregon, and northern N« 
vada. It is not financially or otherwise affili: ited with any other con 
pany, holding company, or system. : a owned by approximately 
10,000 stockholders. About one-third, or over 3,000, of these stock 
holders reside in the territory of the alate Our bonds are owned 
by several nationally known insurance companies. 

I have a short statement I would like to file with the committee fo: 
the record. There is a map attached to it, and I suggest the com 
mittee use its discretion as to whether or not the map should be 
reproduced as a part of the record. 

Mr. Jensen. We are not letting maps go into the record because 
of the excessive cost of reproducing maps. However, without obje 
tion, the statement may be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF IDAHO POWER Co. 


Transmission lines, switching facilities, and distribution lines, north side pun 
ing division, Minidoka project, Tdaho, $559,000 
During the summer of 1947 the Idaho Power Co. received an application fo! 
irrigation pumping power from Mr. Julian Clawson to be made available for 
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ertain lands he owned north of Rupert, Idaho. At that time Idaho Power Co.'s 
earest point of service was about 30 miles to the east. Since the United States 
sureau of Reclamation had a power plant at Minidoka and were serving power 
thin 10 or 12 miles of his proposed point of use, the company suggested he 
ndeavor to obtain his power requirements from the Bureau. He advised the 
mpany that his application to the Bureau for power was denied and that the 
Bureau had suggested he obtain his electrie service from the Idaho Power Co. 
In the spring of 1948 Idaho Power Co. constructed a line to Mr. Clawson’s 
roperty and served his pumping requirements. Other individuals owning land 
the area, and many who had acquired land following Mr. Clawson’s suecessful 
erations, applied to the company for service. At this time 130 pumps are 
rved by the company from more than 130 miles of heavy distribution lines and 
25,000-kilowatt substation in the area, requiring an investment of $1,600,000 
During September 1950 the Sist Congress, 2d session, authorized the Minidoka 
mping division by the passage of H. R. 5506 (S. 2195) as Publie Law 864 At 
e hearings held in August 1959 be the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reecla 
ition, House of Representatives, Idaho Power Co. opposed the inclusion o 
thorization for the construction of transmission lines, substations, and dis 
bution lines to serve the north side pumping division of the Minidoka project 


ecause the company had already constructed over 50 miles of heavy distribution 
nes in the area, costing several hundred thousand dollars, and were opposed 
he idea of the Bureau of Reclamation constructing duplicate lines 

At this time and for the same reasons, Idaho Power Co. opposes the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation’s request now before this committee for appro 

itions in the amount of S$559.000 to construct transmission lines. switch 
facilities, and distribution lines for the Minidoka project, north side pump 

g division, Idaho. This appropriation will result in needless expenditure 

Federal Government funds since the Idaho Power Co. is now transmitting 
nited States Bureau of Reclamation generated power to serve those Bureau 

Reclamation pumps now in oneration on the north side pumping division of 
he Minidoka project. This United States Pureau of Reclamation generated 
wer is heing transmitted under a contract with the Idaho Power Co. effective 
intil October 31, 1956. 

The company has also agreed to furnish additional power from its svstem 

r those wells now included in the Minidoka pumping division construction 
program for fiscal vears 1954 and 1955, as evidenced by the attached letter to 
Mr. H. T. Nelson, regional director, United States Bureau of Reclamation, Boise 
Idaho, dated February 9, 1953. Power from the Palisades Dam is expected to 

iv ale for Minidoka pumping division wells during the summer of 1956 
is anticipated that an agreement will be worked out between the Bureau 
nd the Idaho Power Co. for transmission and distribution of this Palisades 
energy to the wells on the Minidoka north side pumping division under an agree 
ent somewhat similar to that now in effect for the transmission and distri 
ution of United States Bureau of Reclamation power from Anderson Ranch 
mand Plack Canvon nowerplants to those wells now in operation. 
Since last September, Idaho Power Co. engineers have been working in con 
inction with the United States Bureau of Reclamation region 1 engineers on 
distribution layout for the Minidoka north side pumping division from data 
urnished by the Bureau of Reclamation (see man attached), in order to accu 
rately determine the cost of transmitting and distributing Palisades power to 
the proposed pumping installations for the north side division of the Minidoka 
“project At a recent conference between the two engineering groups, preliminary 
figures indicated that the Idaho Power Co. would be able to transmit and distrib- 
te Palisades energy at a cost approximately the same as that estimated in 
he report submitted by the Burean at the time of authorization. 

The Idaho Power Co, opposes the appropriation of any funds for the construc- 

on of any part of the transmission and distribution system on the Minidoka 

orth side pumping division for the followin’ reasons. 

1. The area is adequately covered for existing requirements by the Tdaho Power 
(‘o.’s transmission and distribution system, and should not be duplicated by a 
Federal competing system. 

2. The company’s system will be expanded to furnish adequate service to 

oints of service as required by further development of the Minidoka north side 
pumping division. 

3. Power now generated at United States Bureau of Reclamation plants is 

eing transmitted and distributed by the Idaho Power Co. to those United States 
Bureau of Reclamation pumps now in operation. 
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1. Idaho Power Co, has agreed to furnish additional power from its syst 
for those wells now included in the Minidoka pumping division constructior 
program for fiscal years 1954 and 1955. 

5. Palisades or American Falls power generated by United States Bureau ot 
Reclamation can be transmitted and distributed to pumps on the Minidoka pum 
ing division at a cost approximately the same as that estimated at the time 
congressional authorization, 

We therefore urge that the request of the United States Bureau of Reclamat 
for funds for the planning, design or construction of transmission lines, switching 
facilities, and distribution lines on the Minidoka north side pumping division 
be denied. 

Respectfully submitted. 

R. E. GALE, 
Vice President, Idaho Power Co 


IDAHO POWER Co., 
Boise, Idaho, February 9, 19528 
Mr. H. T. NELSON 
Regional Director United States Bureau of Reclamation, 
P. O. Box 937, Boise, Idaho 

Dear Mr. NELSON: Our engineers are continuing work on the distributi: 
system layout in accordance with the request contained in your letter of Se} 
tember 15, 1952, except that our studies contemplate ownership and operatio 
by Idaho Power Co. of not only the distribution system for serving individua 
pumps but also the transmission lines and sub-stations required for serving the 
Minidoka north side pumping division 

As heretofore indicated, we have no objection to the United States Bureau « 
Reclamation furnishing and owning the transformers, meters and services, t 
cost of which was included with the pumps in the authorization of H. R. 550¢ 
You may be assured that we will provide service facilities as required in accord 
ance with your map (well-development program, fiscal years 1954 and 1955 
dated December 18, 1952, which you furnished our engineers. 

Assuming that power will be available from Palisades for serving these add 
tional wells for the summer of 1956 and will thereafter be transmitted and d 
tributed for you by Idaho Power Co. to the above additional wells, we will furn 
ish temporary service in the interim at our standard irrigation rates for those 
wells shown on the development map which will require service prior to April 1, 
1956 

Yours very truly, 
T. BE. Roacu. 

Mr. Gar. Prior to 1947 our company served no customers along 
the Snake River between Millner and American Falls, Idaho, a dis 
tance of approximately 70 miles. In this area the United Stat 
Bureau of Reclamation was the primary source of electric power, she 
energy coming from their hydroplant at Minidoka Dam. 

During the summer of 1947 the company was approached by Mr. 
Julian Clawson, the owner of certain lands just north of Ruppert, 
Idaho, regarding electric service. Mr. Clawson requested that we 
extend our lines to furnish irrigation pumping service for those lands 
At that time the company’s nearest point of service was approximately 
30 miles to the east. 

Owing to the fact that the United States Bureau of Reclamation 
had a powe rplant at Minidoka and was serving power within 10 or 12 
miles of Mr. Clawson’s proposed point of use, we suggested that he 
endeavor to obtain his power requirements from the Bureau. He 
advised us that his application to the Bureau for power was denie<| 
and that the Bureau had suggested he obtain his electric service from 
our company. We had no particular desire to extend our lines into 
this area; but, being the only source of power in south-central Idaho 
except the United States Bureau of Reclamation, we finally agreed to 
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construct a line, in the spring of 1948, to serve Mr. Clawson’s pumping 
requirements for his property. 

Other individuals owning land in the area, and several who had 
acquired land following Mr. Clawson’s successful operations, applied 
to the company for service. 

The power requirements of the area have increased tremendously, 
and at this time 130 pumps are served by our company from more tha 

0 miles of heavy distribution lines and a 25,000-kilowatt substation 

| the area requiring an investment of $1,600,000, 

At the authorization hearings in 1949 for the Minidoka north-side 
pumping division, our company opposed the inclusion of authoriza 
tion for the construction of transmission lines, substations, and dis 
tribution lines because we had already constructed more than 50 miles 
of heavy distribution lines in the area costing several hundred thou 

ind dollars, and were opposed to the idea of hay ne the Bureau Ol 
Reclamation authorized to construct duplicating lines after refusing 
to serve the pumping requirements of the area, and going so far as to 
suggest that the landowners obtain their electric service from thi 
Idaho Power Co. 

Therefore, we now oppose the United States Bureau of Reclama 
tion’s request now before this committee for appropriations in the 
amount of $559,000 to construct transmission lines, switching facilitie 
and distribution lines for the Minidoka north-side pumping division 

Thi appropriation will result in needless expenditure of Federa 
funds to duplicate our transmission and distribution lines, since our 
company is now transmitting USBR-generated power to serve those 
Bureau of Reclamation pumps now in operation on the nortn-side 
pumping division of the Minidoka project. This USBR-generated 
power is being transmitted under a contract with the Idaho Powe) 
Co., effective until October 31, 1956. 

The extent of duplication can be readily seen on the map which is 

part of the filed statement. The request for appropriation is to 
construct those lines that are shown dotted in units B and A of the 
Minidoka pumping division on the map. You can see it is practically 
a complete duplication of our existing facilities. 

The company has further agreed to furnish additional power from 
its own system for some 40 pumps tots aling about 6,000 horsepower 
now included in the Minidoka pumping-division construction program 
for fiscal years 1954 and 1955. This offer is contained in a letter to 
Mr. H. T. Nelson which is also attached to my statement filed with 
this committee. 

Power from the Palisades Dam is expected to be available for 
Minidoka pumping-division wells during the summer of 1956. It 
anticipated that an agreement will be worked out between the Bureau 
and our company for transmission and distribution of this Palisades 
energy to the pumps to be installed on the Minidoka north-side pump 
ing division, the transmission and distribution to be under an agree 
ment somewhat similar to that now in effect for the transmission and 
distribution of USBR power from the Anderson Ranch Dam to those 
pumps now in operation on Mindoka north-side pumping division. 

At a recent conference between the USBR Region I engineers and 
engineers from our company, preliminary figures indicated that the 
Idaho Power Co. would be able to transmit and distribute Palisades 
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energy at a cost approximately the same as that estimated 
report submitted Ly the Bureau at the time of the project authorizat 
Qur company opposes the appropriation of any funds for the 
struction of any part of the transmission and distribution syste 
the Minidoka pumping division because the area is adequately co 
for existing requirements by the company’ 
tion system al d should not 
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Mr. Jensen. Yes. I do want to say here that this committee fee! 
very fortunate in securing the services of Congressman Budge on t! 
committee, Congressman Budge for 2 years served on the Interio! 
nd Insular Affairs Committee, having a great deal to do with t 
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hlems of the West. and he has been doing a fine job on this com 
ee | waht vou folks in Idaho to know I make ho bones about if 
| say he is il eood ( Oongressiialh > he conscientious snd hara 
hg and able, and a fine gentleman of the highest order, 
Gare. We realize that at home, sir. 
Jensen. Thank vou 
Buper. I would like to ask one question. 
Gale, the reasol | inquired ot Mr. Lineweaver as to the pos sible 
nation of this electrical distribution system was this: The Mini 
i North Side pumping project will be open for entry by qualified 
erans who must. of course, repay all of the Federal expenditure 
it area, including the electrical distribution svstem. If it is not 
iry, the settlers there will be relieved of the repayment of that 
nciture. 
ike fron, your statemel! rit nt feel the expenditure for the 
eal distribution svstem is t necessary. Do you concur with 
en. that the repayments bv the veterans who occupy those lands 
antially less if the Bure n ment 1s not made? 
, , Congressman, Our prelimi 
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Phank you. 


\H AND IDAHO PROJECTS 


JENSEN. The next witness is Mr. David D. Moffat, Jr. 
Homay proces d, Mr. Moffat 
Morrar. My name is David D. Moffat, Jr. I am assistant to 
president of Utah Power & Light Co., which owns, maintains. and 
interconnected electric system in central and northern 
ern Idaho, and southwestern Wyoming, and it gener 
. distributes, and sells electric energy in that territory. 


t which I would lke to submit and have made a 


a Sstatemen 
of the record. 
Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


| he statement referred to follows:) 


Uran Power & LIGHT Co 


My name is David D. Moffat, Jr., I am assistat ie president of Utah Powe 
‘o. Which owns, maintains, and opera an interconnected elect 

m in central and northern Utah, southeastern Idaho, and southwestert 
oming, and it generates, transmits, distributes, and sells electric energy in that 
ritory 

[ts presently installed generating facilities include approximately 175,000 

owatts hydro capacity and approximately 250 kilowatts of steam capacity 
iddition it has on order another 166,000 kilowatts of steam-electric capacity 
installation in 1954 and 1956. 
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There has been no shortage of electricity in the territory served by Utah 
Power & Light Co., and none is anticipated as the company plans in advancs 
for additional installations to take care of any normal load increases and pr 
vide sufficient reserves. Load growth since the end of World War II has bee 
substantial and since 1945 this company has expended $62% million to take 
care of existing and anticipated load growth within its service territory. Thi 
new lurge steam generating units installed in the last 3 years have a combined 
apacity of 185,000 kilowatts. 
Utah Power & Light Co.’s operations are subject to the jurisdiction of t 
Public Service Commission of Utah, the Public Utilities Commission of Idaly 
nd the Public Service Commission of Wyoming, and as to some phases is subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Federal Power Commission. 
Nearly 45 percent of our common stock (the only voting or equity security 
the company) is owned in the States in which the company and its subsidiary 
he Western Colorado Power Co., operate. The company has approximately 
14,000 stockholders who own an average of 132 shares each. 
In 1952, our company’s total tax bill amounted to 23 percent of its gros 
operating revenues 


DEER CREEK POWER PLANT 


One of the new starts recommended in the Budget of the United States Gover 
ment for the fiscal year 1954 is the construction of a power plant at the Dee 
Creek Dam of the Provo River project. The total cost of this plant is estimat: 

the Bureau at $1,060,706 of which $165,000 is requested for 1954. This sm 
power plant of 5,000 kilowatts capacity and an average annual generation of only 
25 million kilowatt-hours would provide almost no firm energy and would by 
entirely subservient to the primary purposes of water supply for irrigation 
municipal, domestic, and industrial purposes for which this project was conceived 
nd constructed 

The Utah Power & Light Co. cooperated wholeheartedly with the Bureau an 
the Provo River Water Users Association in working out plans for this project 
vhich resulted in a formal agreement dated December 20, 1938. This contract 
provides, among other things, for the replacement of electric energy and capa 
ty lost to the company by diversion of water from other streams to the Pro 
River for use by this project. 

t between the United States and the Provo River Water Us 
for the construction of the Deer Creek division of the Provo Ri 


the repayment of costs was entered into on June 27, 1936. rhis 


des that either the United States or the association, with the 
Secretary of the Interior, may develop the power potentialiti 
Although the Deer Creek Dam was completed in 1942, neit 
, ucted a power plant to date. The Provo River Water Users 
Associ: n, Which has the repayment responsibilities for this $38 million project 


as been desirous of securing the revenues that might be derived from the sal 

power generated by such a plant. In 1950 the water users association r¢ 

iested a proposition from Utah Power & Light Co. looking to construction ot 
rt power plant which would be owned by the water users but leased to the power 
ompany for a period of 50 years. After several meetings such a plan was 
volved an dsubmitted to the water users by the company. 

The Provo River Water Users Association attempted in November 1950 
obtain approval of the former Secretary of Interior for the water users to 01 
such a power plant but approval was denied on the grounds that it was the 
Bureau of Reclamation’s desire to build the plant. Since that time the water 
users association has reiterated its desire to proceed with the power plant cor 
struction. The last resolution of the water users association is as follows: 

“Be it resolved, That the Provo River Water Users Association reaffirms and 

terates the action taken by it on November 10, 1950, by which it was resolved 
rhat the Provo River Water Users Association does hereby elect to develop the 
power possibilities of the Deer Creek division of the Provo River project of th 
United States Bureau of Reclamation, and that the Secretary of the Interior b 
nformed of this action and his approval be requested.’ ” 

In the former Secretary’s refusal of this latest request by the water users for 
permission to proceed with construction of the power plant he stated as follows 
n his letter of January 15, 1953: 

“T urge that the board of directors reconsider this matter immediately as the 
Bureau of Reclamation has in its budget for this fiscal year, which has been sent 
to Congress, funds for the initiation of the construction of the Deer Creek powe! 
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ject It is requested that you notify the Secretary of the Interior withi! 

days if you desire to proceed with the construction of the project with Federal 

incing. In the absence of assurances of support from the board of directors, 
ll be necessary that the request for funds be withdrawn.” 

Che 60 days has elapsed and the board of directors has taken no action since 
ipt of this letter to assure any support of Federal financing for this project 
attached letter from Provo River Water Users Association dated March 26, 

53. The offer made by the Utah Power & Light Co., dated August 4, 1952, 
ild at once vest title to the plant in the water users and would produce reve 
es of not less than $40,000 per year for a 50-year lease as payments to the 
ter users association for use of the dam and falling water. 

Had Interior permitted the water users to enter into such an agreement, the 
ant would now be nearing completion and the water users would be assured 

more revenue to meet their repayment obligations and taxing agencies of 
lditional income 

Therefore, we respectfully request that this committee decline to authorize 
he construction of this powerplant by the Department of the Interior as the 
ter users can obtain more revenues by acceptance of our company’s offer 
an through Federal construction and would own the plant themselves, and 

this can be done without the expenditure of any Federal funds. 


PALISADES PROJECT 


There also is included in the budget proposed expenditures to permit con- 

uation of construction of the Palisades project on the Snake River in south- 

tern Idaho near the Wyoming border. This project involves irrigation and 

ctrie power as well as transmission lines and substations 

The Utah Power & Light Co. has always favored and does now favor the 
rrigation features of this project and the installation of properly related electric 
wwer generating facilities. 

Our company had made a definite offer of many years’ standing to construct 
e transmission line from our high-voltage Goshen substation, first, to deliver 

ustruction power to the project and later to market power generated at the 
‘alisades Dam, giving preference to the city of Idaho Falls (which is inter 

nnected with our system but which city, we understand, has a contract to 

rchase Palisades power). Despite this fact the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation completed a 115,000-volt line between Palisades and our Goshen 

station in July 1950. This line remained idle for nearly 2 years until the 
immer of 1952 when it was first energized for the delivery of construction 

wer to the Palisades site. 

The budget of the United States Government for the fiscal year 1954 includes 
timated expenditures of $17,650,000 for the Palisades project, part of which 

presumably to be used for the construction of additional transmission lines. 
n the 1953 budget over $5 million was listed for planned transmission-line con 
truction during the vears 1954-58. 

Our company, now as in the past, stands ready to construct any additional 
ransmission lines which may be necessary to bring Palisades power to its 

stem: to purchase all or any part of the firm power from the Palisades project 
nd such amounts of secondary and dump power (which can be used effectively 

ly by a large system with hydro- and steam-production facilities) as can be 
sed in the Utah-Idaho-Montana interconnected systems; to deliver power over 
ts existing lines from its Goshen substation to the city of Idaho Falls, charging 
nly a reasonable amount for such services; and to transmit Palisades power 
er its then existing lines for use by reclamation pumping projects or other 
Bureau projects under contracts to be negotiated. The present transmission 
ine from Palisades to our Goshen substation is fully capable of transmitting 
power from 2 of the 4 generating units of 28,500 kilowatts each which are 
presently planned. If the third and fourth units should be installed, it will 
not be until mid-1957 and, when this occurs, the company stands ready to build 
idditional transmission capacity required. 

Therefore, we respectfully request that this committee instruct the Depart- 
nent of the Interior to expend no funds for the construction of additional trans- 
nission lines in connection with the Palisades project 


WEBER BASIN PROJECT 


The Weber Basin project located in north central Utah and centering around 
Ogden is designed to develop the area’s remaining water resources for agricul- 
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tural, municipal, and industrial uses. The project would increase the water s 
ply by approximately 270,100 acre-feet annually of which 164,600 acre-feet w« 
be utilized for irrigation, 40,000 acre-feet for municipal and industrial purpos: 
and 65,500 acre-feet for migratory waterfow! refuges. The water would be u 
to irrigate 50,490 acres of new land and would provide supplemental wate 
24,590 acres of land pow partially irrigated. This additional water would 
obtained by further storage regulation of the Weber and Ogden Rivers and the 
tributaries. Regulation would be provided by the construction of 8 new res¢ 
voirs and the enlargement of 2 existing reservoirs. The water would be deliver 
to the project lands by a series of canals, tunnels, aqueducts, and pumping plant 
requiring considerable power during the irrigation season. The project incluck 
2 powerplants having total installed capacity of 5,000 kilowatts and producing 
about 21.5 million kilowatt-hours in an average year. 

Utah Power & Light Co. is keenly aware of the necessity and desirability of 
making additional water available for further agricultural and industrial dé 
velopment in this territory. The company fully realizes that additional water is 
necessary if the economy of this territory is to continue to expand. Being in the 
electric utility business, we realize that the company’s prosperity depends upon 
the prosperity of the population, industries, and agriculture. ‘ihe comp 
therefore, heartily endorses the Weber Basin project and will cooperate fully 


any reasonable way to assure its success 


As to the electric power features of this project, may we reassert our poli 


with respect to potential electric power which may be generated in connect 
with any economically feasible reclamation project. This policy was announce: 
in March 1948, and we reaffirm it in connection with the Weber Basin project 
th respect to potential electric power which may be generated in connect 
with any economically feasible reclamation project to be constructed in « 
adjacent to our territory, this company stands ready to 
1. Build the powerplant and generating facilities at the dam wherever 
“asible; pay taxes on these facilities, and pay a reasonable price for the 
use of the dam and falling water: or 
2. Lease the generating facilities at projects where the building of those 
facilities yy the company is not feasible; or 
3. Purchase electricity at the powerplant under long-term contracts. 
4. Construct and operate transmission facilities, market the energy under 
supervision of regulatory authorities and pass on any resultant savings to 
the ultimate consumers, 


The 2 powerplants proposed in connection with this project, the Gatewa 
plant and the Wanship powerplant, are situated in close proximity to exist 

t-kilowatt transmission lines of the company. The United States Bureau of 
Lteclamation proposes to interconnect these generating plants with the company 
transmission system at these plants. The Bureau estimates that about 14.4 
million kilowatt-hours of energy will be required annually for project pumping, 
miscellaneous uses, and losses; that project generation would not at times meet 
the pro‘ect requirements; that at other times there will be generation in excess 

project needs which generation will be available for exchange or sale; and 
that it desires to enter into agreements for the transport of electric energy 
(wheeling) over the company’s transmission lines, 

It is apparent that the powerplants, no matter who builds them, should be 
interconnected with and integrated into the company’s large interconnected sys 
tem which has diversified generating resources of both steam and hydroelectric 
facilities as well as a transmission system that blankets the project area. Such 
interconnection would make it possible to (1) make use of the powerplants to 
partially supply the project pumping requirements, (2) provide a source of 
additienal pumping power, and (3) provide for the sale of any and all surplus 
power whenever such becomes available. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that this project will change the pattern of 
river water flows in such a manner as to considerably alter and decrease the 

esent hydroelectric generation potentials at three of the Utah Power & Light 
(‘o.’s presently existing plants; namely, Pioneer, Weber, and Riverdale. There 
s now also in effect a contract involving the United States Government, Weber 
River Water Users Association, Provo River Water Users Association, and Utah 
Power & Light Co., which provides for certain diversions from the Weber River 
to the Provo River and replacement to Utah Power & Light Co., of capacity and 
energy losses at its Weber and Riverdale plants. 
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In view of the future Weber Basin project power deficiencies at times and 
irpluses at others, alterations in the potential capacity and energy generation 
the company’s plants and the presently existing contract involving Weber 
River diversion, it is obvious that the company, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
eber Basin Water Conservancy District, and interested water users associa 
ms, must soon enter into contract negotiations to preserve or provide compen 
ition for presently existing water rights and at the same time promote the 
cleess of this project. The company is ready and willing to enter into these 
ttiations as soon as the other parties find it convenient The company’s 
tude of cooperation in such matters has heen exemplified in working out 
rious complicated contracts such as that with the Ogden River Water Users 
ssociation covering Pineview Dam (part of the Weber Basin project), with the 
‘rovo River Water Users Association covering Deer Creek Reservoir, and othe 
milar agreements. 
It is suggested that at the same time the matier of project power generation 
» reviewed, especially in view of the impending loss of water at company-owned 
plants. Instead of Government installation of the two small powerplants, it 
light prove more economical to have Utah Power & Light Co. install the 
rating facilities at the project dams or supply all the energy required by the 
roject from its large interconnected system. The company is willing to include 
his feature in the negotiations and expresses its desire to work out a satis 
ictory agreement. 
It should be noted also that the project pumping plants will not be completed 
1 1960 or 1961 so there is no immediate need for the construction of electric 
venerating facilities 
We respectfully request, therefore, that this committee instruct the Depart 
ent of the Interior to refrain from construction of any power generating fac 
ties, except penstocks and powerplant foundation that would be part of the 
Wanship Dam, until such time as representatives of the Bureau, the Weber 
isin Water Conservancy District, and the Utah Power & Light Co., have met 
d arranged for suitable contract terms regarding existing water rights, powe1 
int construction, supply of excess power needs, purchase of surplus power 
nd, if necessary, wheeling arrangements for the transportation of project 
power 


Provo River WATER USERS ASSOCTATION, 
Salt Lake City, Utah, March 26, 1958 
Mr. GEorRGE M, GAbSBy, 
President and General Manager, Utah Power & Light Co., 
Salt Lake City, Utah. 

DeAR MR. Gapsspy: Thank you for your Jetter just received in response to my 
recent inquiry concerning the expiration date of the proposal of Utah Power & 
Light Co. to construct a powerplant at the Deer Creek Dam of the Deer Creek 
division of the Provo River project Your last communication relative to this 
ubject fixed the expiration date as March 31 The board of directors of the 
Provo River Water Users Association will be pleased to learn that you have now 
extended it to December 31, 1953. 

You asked whether or not the board of directors of the association has taken 
any action, in response to the former Secretary of the Interior's letter of Januar: 
15, 1953 wherein he requested advise within 60 days should the board elect to 
support a budget appropriation for Federal construction. No response to the 
Secretary’s letter referred to has been made by the association, and no action 
concerning it has been taken by the board. I called this matter to the attention 
of the board of directors at its regular meeting on March 13, and again to the 
executive committee of the board on the 24th, and on each occasion the board 
in the one case and the executive committee in the other, decided to take no 
action. The latest resolution of the board of directors of the Provo River Water 
Users Association is that brought to the attention of the former Secretary of the 
Interior by letter of November 24, 1952, as follows: 

“Be it resolved, That the Provo River Water Users Association reaffirms and 
reiterates the action taken by it on November 10, 1950, by which it was resolved 
‘That the Provo River Water Users Association does hereby elect to develop 
the power possibilities of the Deer Creek division of the Provo River project of 
the United States Bureau of Reclamation, and that the Secretary of the Interior 
be informed of this action and his approval be requested.’ ” 

Sincerely yours, 
FISHER HARRIS, General Counsel 
304383—53—pt. 4-38 
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Mr. Morrar. Our presently installed generating facilities include 
approximately 175,000 kilowatts of hydro capacity and approximately 
250,000 kilowatts of steam capacity. In addition, we have on orde1 
another 166,000 kilowatts of steam-electric capacity for installation 
in 1954 and 1956. 

There has been no shortage of electricity in the territory we serve, 
and none is anticipated, as the company plans in advance for add 
tional installations to take care of any normal load increases and to 
prov ide sufficient reserves. 

The load growth since the end of World War IT has been substan 
tial, and since 1945 we have expended nearly $63 million to take caré 
ot existing and anticipated load growth within our service territory. 
In the last 5 years we have installed 3 new large steam generating 
nits, having a combined capacity of 185,000 kilowatts. 


DEER CREEK POWERPLANT 


The first item I would like to comment on is the Deer Creek powel 
plant. 

One of the “new starts” recommended in the budget for the fiscal 
vear 1954 is the construction of a powerplant at the Deer Creek Dam 
of the Provo River project. The total cost of this small plant is esti 
mated by the Bureau at $1,060,706, of which $165.000 is requested 
for 1954. 

The contract between the United States and the Provo River Wate 
Users Association provides that either the United States or the asso 
ciation, with the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, may de 
velop the power potentialities of the project. The water users, which 
has the repayment responsibilities for this $33 million project, has 
been desirous of securing the revenues that might be derived from 
the sale of power generated by such a plant. 

In 1950 the Water Users Association requested a proposition from 
Utah Power & Light Co. looking to construction of a powerplant 
which would be owned by the water users but leased to the powe1 
company for a period of 50 years. After several meetings such a 
plan was evolved and submitted to the water users by the company. 

The Provo River Water Users Association attempted in November 
1950, and repeatedly since that time, to obtain approval of the former 
Secretary of the Interior for the water users to own such a power- 
plant but approval has been denied. 

The current status of this negotiation is covered by the following 
recent letter. This letter is addressed to Mr. George M. Gadsby, 
president and general manager of Utah Power & Light Co., and is 
from Mr. Fisher Harris, general counsel for the Provo River Water 
Users Association. In this letter, which is dated March 26, 1953, Mr. 
Harris said: 

You asked whether or not the board of directors of the association has taken 
any action, in response to the former Secretary of the Interior’s letter of Janu- 
ary 15, 1953, wherein he requested advice within 60 days should the board elect 
to support a budget appropriation for Federal construction. No response to 
the Secretary's letter referred to has been made by the association, and no action 
concerning it has been taken by the board. I called this matter to the attention 
of the board of directors at its regular meeting on March 13, and again to the 
executive committee of the board on the 24th, and on each occasion, the board 
n the one case and the executive committee in the other, decided to take no 
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ction. The latest resolution of the board of directors of the Provo River Water 
Users Association is that brought to the attention of the former Secretary of 
he Interior by letter of November 24, 1952, as follows: 

“Be it resolved, That the Provo River Water Users Association reaffirms and 
eiterates the action taken by it on November 10, 1950, by which it was resolved 
that the Provo River Water Users Association does hereby elect to develop the 
power possibilities of the Deer Creek division of the Provo River project of the 
United States Bureau of Reclamation, and that the Secretary of the Interior be 
nformed of this action and his approval be requested.’ ” 

Mr. Jensen. Let me ask you this: What item in the present budget 
we you particularly interested in? 

Mr. Morrar. Just that part which has to do with the construction 
of the powerplant at the Deer Creek Dam of the Provo River project. 

Mr. JENSEN. It cannot amount to very much ¢ 

Mr. Morrar. No. It is a small powerplant. The Bureau request 
was for $1,060,706, of which $165,000 is requested for fiscal 1954. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. And what is your contention ? 

Mr. Morrar. That the Provo River Water Users Association's re 
quest be granted to develop the power possibilit ies at this dam through 
their own resources, without the expenditure of any Federal money. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. I understand it now. 


PALISADES PROJECT 


Mr. Morrarr. There also is included in the budget proposed ex 
penditures to permit continuation of construction - the Palisades 
project on the Snake River in southeastern Idaho near the Wyoming 
border. This project involves irrigation and ‘inctsis power as well 


as transmission lines and substations. 

The Utah Power & Light Co. has always favored and does now 
favor the irrigation features of this project and the installation of 
properly related electric power generating facilities, but our company 
had made a definite offer of many years’ standing to construct the 
transmission line from our high-voltage Goshe n subst: ation to Pali 
ades. Despite this fact, the United States Bureau of Reclamation 
completed a 115,000-volt line between Palisades and our Goshen sub 
station in July 1950. This line remained idle for nearly 2 years until 
the summer of 1952 when it was first energized for the delivery of con 
struction power to the Palisades project. 

The budget for fiscal year 1954 includes estimated e xpe nditures of 
$17,650,000 for the Palisades project, part of which is presumably to 
be used for the construction of additional transmission lines. In the 
1953 budget, over $5 million was listed for planned transmission line 
construction during the years 1954-58. 

Our company, now as in the past, stands ready to construct any 
additional transmission lines which may be necessary to bring Pah 
sades power to its system; to purchase all or any part of the firm 
power from the P alisades project and such suena of second: ry an d 
dump power as can be used in the Utah-Idaho-Montana intercon 
nected systems; to deliver power over its existing lines from its 
Goshen subst: ation to the ¢ ity of Idaho Falls, ch: arging only a reason 
able amount for such services: and to transmit Palisades power over 
its then existing lines and for transfer to Idaho Power Co. for use 
by reclamation pumping projects in the adjacent Idaho area. 

Therefore, we respectfully request that this committee instruct tne 
Department of Interior to expend no further funds for the con 
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struction of additional transmission lines in connection with the 
Palisades project. The line that they have now is ample to take care of 
any generation they might have at Palisades until the middle of 
1957, and when additional lines are necessary our company stands 
ready to build them. 

Mr. Jensen. We have an item of $188,000 for 1954 for Deer Creek. 
We have a Deer Creek substation, and we have a Deer Creek trans 
mission line. What is the other transmission line that you have 
referred to? 

Mr. Morrav. First, Congressman, I talked about the Deer Creek 
project, and the last thing I was talking about was the Palisades 
project. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you refer to the Palisades-Idaho Falls line for 
\W hich there Is SDU.000 4 

Mr. Morratr. $50,000 for 1954, and the total cost of that line is how 
much ¢ 

Mr. Jensen. The estimated cost is $833,000. 

Mr. Morrat. That is the line we believe is hot hecessary at this 
time. When such a line is necessary which, as I said, will be 1957, 
then we are willing to construct it. 


BASIN PROJEC'! 


Mr. Morrar. The next item I would like to discuss is the Weber 
Basin project. 

Mr. JENSEN. Utah / 

Mr. Morrar. In north central Utah, and centers around Ogden. 


We are very much in favor of the Weber Basin project because we 
realize that it will develop water resources which are necessary to 
the agricultural and industrial growth of the area. 

In connection with that project, however, there are 2 small power 
plants, one of 4,000 and one of 1,400 kilowatt capacity. 

Also, in connection with this project, it will take water away from 
our existing hydroplants that have been in operation for many years. 
So we realize the necessity of sitting down with the water users of that 
area and with the Bureau of Reclamation to make an agreement 
as to an equitable settlement of the presently existing rights and we 
are willing to enter into those negotiations at any time. 

We believe that part of those same negotiations should be the work- 
ing out of this overall power supply matter. 

The project has two pumping stations which are projected and will 
be completed in 1960 and 1961. So these power plants are certainly 
not necessary at this time to supply any pumping power that might 
be required. 

Mr. Jensen. Let me ask you this question. In your opinion, would 
this Congress be justitied in appropriating money for those power 
plants, since there is an adequate supply of power in your area and at 
reasonable cost? Would you honestly and fairly comment on that 
question ¢ 

Mr. Morrar. We respectfully request that this committee instruct 
the Department of the Interior to refrain from the construction of 
any power-generating facilities except penstocks and power-plant 
foundations that would be part of the Wanship Dam until such time 
as representatives of the Bureau, the Weber Basin water conservancy 
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district and the Utah Power & Light Co. have met and arranged a 
suitable contract regarding existing water rights, power-plant con 


struction, supply of excess power needs, purchase of surplus powe1 


ind, if necessary, any transportation of power to the pumping plat ts. 
5s COT 


Mr. Jensen. I think that is the information I wanted that thi 
mittee will need on which to act properly. 

The justifications state this: 
Thiite ontracts rela 


re being made to nego 


Preparations 
and modification of powe1 


of Pineview Dam and Reservoit 
ower plants 


facil 


So that appropriations for the power 
ecommend should be postponed at this time 
Mr. Morrar. The enlargement of Pineview Dam does 
ny power generation connected with t. The enlargement of 
that dam will enable us to have even a little more go 
the Pioneer venerating station Howe ver, our Wi ber ana R vel 


DQ 


when they complete the Gateway } 


/ 


have 


nerariol if 


plants will have less wate 
plant and the diversions of water connected 
Mr. Jensen. Thank you. 
Mr. Morrar. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Jensen. The next witn is Mr. Kx. 


ith that. 


Mir. Dartingc. My name 
Southern Wyoming Util 


S muthwest ceornel ot W voming 


statement wit] 


Mr. Jensen. Without ol jection, it will be rec 


too, would | ke 


ithe committee, 


Che statement referred to fol 
My name is K. E. Darling; I am the gener 
Utilities Co. of Rock Springs, Wyo., which oper 
distribution system in southwestern Wyoming 

At the present time the Rock Syn gS 
generating capacity of 
in the area. Requirement 


pliant 


25MM) kilowatt There 
have been ant 
ed 2O.000 ki 


capacity 

the last several Vears there has been repla 
its With modern high-pressure units, at a cost of $1 

14,000 kilowatts, lea 


peu 


eakS are approximatels 
rated capac it\ 
of the Department 


] 


The Bureau 
a 115-kilovolt transmiss ne 
with which we wish to point out the following facts 


The Sinclair-Westvaco line is a part oi what 


rom Sinclair te 


Seminoe-Westvaco line. That portion between Se 


at an indicated expenditure of ovet 


een constructed 
has been estimated 


line from Sinclair to Westvaco 
reflected by Interior Department fiscal 1953 budget 
that a considerable sum has been expended 
in any way influence decision 
the Sinclair-Westvaco line. The Seminoe Sinclair section of 
upply of energy for Rawli Sinclair-Hanna-Med 
is being an alternative line fro 
be used to justify o 


The fact 


portion of the line should not 
the line was bu 


to provide an adequate 
Bow loop, and REA’s served therefrom as well 
Seminoe to Sinclair Its construction, therefore, cannot 


condone construction of remainder of line. 


Sinclair to Westvaco, if constructed, would par 


The transmission line from 


allel existing transmission lines, will bring hydropower 
nd cannot possibly meet 


adequately supplied with energy generated from coal ar 


into an area already 


the test of being ‘“‘clearly essential.” 
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The proposed line parallels existing lines almost in its entirety. (See ma 
attached.) The area it would traverse is arid, nonirrigable uninhabited lan 
There are no areas not now being served or which cannot be served from existing 
facilities as readily as from the proposed line 

It would appear that Westvace was picked as the western terminus of the line 

ith the hope that potential load at Westvaco would in some measure justif 
coustruction of line \ letter from Mr. Max Y. Seaton, executive vice preside) 
of Westvaco chemical division of Food Machinery Corp., to Mr. I. N. Bayless 
president, Southern Wyoming Utilities Co., dated July 28, 1952, disclaime 
Westvaco’s need for power from any outside source 

It is our understanding that the Bureau of Reclamation has advanced the nee 
fi the proposed transmission line based on the electric requirements for 
operation of gas- and oil-pipe lines from western Wyoming to Salt Lake Cit 
Utah. The managements of the three pipe lines involved have assured us they « 
not require any electric energy for the purpose from any outside source 

\t a public meeting held by the Bureau of Reclamation on August 14, 1952 

as only ohe agency which is not now being served, which appeared seeking 
This was the newly formed $ iblette County REA, which proposes 
Eden-Farson and Big Piney areas. Their initial load will probably ne 
atts and their requirements can be supplied by energy fro 
slightly more than cost of Seminoe power, which does mn 
large expenditures for fixed charges, operation and mail 
ed to transmit power from Sinclair to Rock Springs, 
the Bridger Valley Electric Co., stated it would like 
ver at Westvace although it has only recently complete: 
550-kilowatt internal combustion units, with REA fund 
rom 400 to 1,500 kilowatts. Should this REA require 
cs dictate abandonment of present plant, energy can 
tah Power & Light Co. at a cost less than present cost of ge! 
ly more than cost of Seminoe power, again without givil 
investment and expenditures required for transmissic 
Sinclair 
Kxamination of firm commitments will show that energy to be supplied is 
land can readily be supplied from existing sources. Any increase 
mmitments can be made only by the displacement of energy from exist 
uirces Which have rendered satisfactory service and met all requireme! 
their service area for many years 

rhe area served by our company is supplied by energy from a coal-steam plant 
at Rock Springs having, as previously stated, ample excess capacity. Energy fur 
nished commercial coal mines has decreased 74.5 percent from 1944 to 1952 and it 
does not appear desirable to do anything which would reduce coal productio! 
further and depress the economy of the area by supplanting steam power wit! 
hydro 

It is our understanding that the Bureau has served notice on REA’s present] 
served by power from the North Platte district of the Bureau that they wi 
be unable to meet REA requirements after 1956; and that some 23 REA’s s 
served have hired an engineering firm to make a study of possible steam-plant 
sites to supplant Bureau power. If this be true, it appears inconsistent to 
make a large expenditure of public funds to supply additional areas, particu 
larly when transmission lines contemplated would not be completed much prio1 
to the time the shortage is anticipated It appears particularly inconsistent 
to deprive an area in which a shortage is foreseen of energy to supply an area 
in which no such shortage exists or is indicated in the foreseeable future 

The private utilities in the immediate area under consideration have met 
their obligations by providing the full electric-power requirements of their 
respective territories. In the area north and east of Rawlins, companies who 
receive a substantial proportion of their energy from the Bureau, have gone 
together to finance an engineering study of potential steam plants. Plant o1 
plants are intended to supplement existing hydro plants and provide additional 
capacity to meet future requirements. 

From the above it is apparent that line is not required to provide energy to 
any segment of area traversed, power requirements cannot justify construction, 
uny saving to be made by energy purchased from the Bureau is infinitesimal] 
and can be made only on basis of governmental operation in competition with 
a taX-paying enterprise. We therefore respectfully request that any appropria- 
tion made covering construction of the Sinclair-Westvaco section of line be 
rescinded and no future appropriations be made for this purpose. 
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Mr. Dartinc. You have been anxious to conserve time and I am 
anxious to help you. I think you can get most of the information 
vou want from the statement that I am filing with you if that is made 
part of the record. 

There are 2 or 3 points I would like to stress. The Rock Springs 
Powerplant, which supplies the area in southwestern Wyoming, 1s 
. modern powerplant of 20,000-kilowatt capacity in high-pressure 
units and 5,000 in low-pressure units. 

We have rebuilt the plant over the last 15 years. We have a load 
of about 14,000 kilow: art sors hourly peaks leaving us about 6,000 excess 
capacity at the Rock Springs plant. 

The Bureau proposes to construct a line from Sinclair to West 
vaco. This is part of the line I believe that was shown you in your 
1953 fiseal-year budget as the Seminole-Westvaco line. 

Mr. Jensen. May I say, in regard to that, that I had an investiga 
tion made of the need for that. by an engineer who was disinterested 
in either the Bureau of Reclamation or the private-power companies. 
There was a contract to be let for that line sometime, was there not / 

Mr. Daruine. January 15. 

Mr. JENSEN. After I received the information, I requested the Bu 
reau to hold that contract until this committee had further time to 
tudy the need for this expenditure. I can ay to you that this com 
mittee will take the matter under advisement and, so far as I am cor 
cerned personally, by no stretch of the imagination can I see where 
the Congress would be justified in ap eo money for that proj 
ect. When the d: iv come seer wk up the bill, it will be gone into thor 
oughly, I can assure you, by all the members of this committee 

Mr. Daruinea. If you are satisfied with the information which you 
have and which I am presenting to you, 1 will just call it a day and 
thank you for your time. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, gentlemen. 


WerpNESDAY, APRIL 1, 1953. 


Missourr VALLEY Power Prosecr TRANSMISSION Lines INTO 
MINNESOTA 


WITNESSES 


HON. H. CARL ANDERSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 

HON. HAROLD HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 

HOWARD L. McKEE, MANAGER, REA-FINANCED COOPERATIVE 

E. R. MACKIE, REPRESENTING ELLERBE & CO., ST. PAUL, MINN. 

CARL T. BLEMICKER, VICE PRESIDENT, NORTHERN STATES POWER 
co. 

CARL HUMMEL, VICE PRESIDENT, INTERSTATE POWER CO. 

ALBERT HARTL, VICE PRESIDENT, OTTER TAIL POWER CO. 


Also present were the following: Paul Richter, Wadena, Minn. ; 
Clarence Peterson, Pelican Rapids, Minn.; Simon Lundquist, 
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W heaton, Minn.: ; Cal Palmeiston, Mankato, Minn.: : Victor Hanson. 
Benson, Minn.: LeRoy Sabie, Pipestone, Minn.; J. A. Busch, Minn 
apolis, Minn.; G. P. Smith, Mankato, Minn.; H. H. Hill, Minneapo! 
Minn. 

Mr. Jensen. We are pleased to have before the committee our good 
colleague, Mr. Andersen of Minnesota, who has with him a number 
of gentlemen from his district and State who are interested in a 
transmission line running into the Missouri Valley power project. 

I assure you porns we are happy to have you here. I think you al 
remember and know what has gone on in the past. I hope that toda 
you will not t talk too much or insist too strenuously on the line running 
over to Mankato because, as I have told many of you before, it just d 
not square with the transmission-line-building policy of the Congress. 

[ believe some of you at least realize now the position which I took 
In past years regarding the amount of that line. It was not in 1 
with our congressional transmission line- building policy. Lam sorry 
that Congress has not in the past been ab le to come to any kind of tern 

th you people because of the fact that you are asking for more lit 
‘ongress would allow. I make this statement, gentlem 


il] not waste too much time in talking about a line runni 

‘than from largo to Granite Falls, at the most. Lam no 
here promising that either this committee or the Senate committe 
or the Congress will approve a line even to that load center. 

So, with that statement, the committee would be happy to hear fron 
you, Congressman Andersen, and any of your friends whom you would 
like to have testify. 

Mi. Anpersen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a short state 
ment to make if I may. I would like to express my appreciatio: 
. ntlemen on this subcommittee for taking this time to listen 
toour problem. We feel that we have a serious prob lem and that it is 
very important to Minnesota. You will recall that the delegatio 
accompanying me today appeared before you last year regarding th 
atter. They \ have again trave led down he ‘re to see what can be done 
and to tell you how critical the situation has become. 

These gentlemen represent 20 Rural Electrification Administratio1 
cooperatives in central and western Minnesota, as well as the thre 
large private-power companies which do business in the State of 
Minnesota. These two groups have, as we explained last year, reached 
an agreement, the purpose of which is to provide the greatest possible 
henetits from the large dams now under construction on the Missour! 
River to the maximum number of consumers of electrical energy at the 
lowest possible cost. Minnesota faces a serious shortage of electri 
ry, and the appropriation of the requested funds will give us the 


to vou ge 


energ 
assistance we must have to meet immediate needs. I would like to 
emphasize here that we are asking for a loan, every dime of which will 
be repaid in ams with interest at 3 percent. The t: axpayers will pay 
only a yery all sum for administrative supervision. Under the 
agreement rea aed the cor yperatives and the private-power companies 
will mutually support. a single 230,000-volt transmission system to be 
built by the Bureau of Reclamation which will connect the Missouri 
River Basin hydroelectrical system with existing systems in our State. 
The cooperatives and the private-power companies will transmit and 
deliver from terminal substations on this proposed system. 
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The private-power companies would act as wheeling agents in then 
‘rvice areas and would be paid a wheeling rate to be determined by 
ssahiabiaien between them and the Bureau of Reclamation. Thus. 

\Ir. Chairman, the agreement reached by these gentlemen makes the 
fullest and most efficient use of the existing and planned facilities of 
the cooperatives and private-power companies. It would cut to a 
minimum Federal expenditures for transmission facilities and still 
provide the cooperatives and other preference customers as well as 
others within the Minnesota marketing area of the Missouri River 
leve lopment with every advantage to be aaitwed from that federally 
inanced project. It is only through bringing to the consumers the 
savings in cost of electrical energy that the great cost of constructing 
the dams on the Missouri River can be justified. 

Mr. Chairman, I think these gentlemen here today are to be con 
eratulated on the agreement which they have reached, on their splendid 
spirit of cooper: ation, and their willingness to live and ie live. Ow 
primary concern is meeting the serious power shortage in Minesota. 

You have mentioned the desirability of asking for a short line. My 
personal opinion, as I have stated it previously, is this: Although, 
of course, I hope sincerely that we will someday—and “a not too far 
off—see the entire loop constructed, I will be very much pleased per 
sonally if this subcommittee and the Congress can see fit to give us 

funds necessary to start construction, as you have mentioned, on 
that portion of the line as far south as Granite Falls, Minn. I will 
leave to the future what may transpire from there on. 

May I ask, Mr. Chairman, that you hear Mr. Howard L. McKee, 
who is the manager of the REA-financed cooperative at Owatonna, 
Minn.? Mr. McKee speaks for the 20 cooperatives in southern and 
western Minnesota. Will you be good enough to listen to him at this 
time ? 

Mr. Jensen. Indeed we will. 

Mr. McKer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Would you care for me 
to read this whole statement or would you prefer that T highlight it? 

Mr. Jensen. Let us put the statement in the record and then you 
may brief it. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Howard L. McKee. I am the manager of Steele 
Waseca Cooperative Electric, Owatonna, Minn., and IT am representing 20 rural 
electric cooperatives in southern and western Minnesota. These cooperatives 
have joined with the three private nower companies in this area to request that 
a 230-kilovolt transmission line be built into Minnesota to deliver hydroelectric 
power, generated in the Missouri Basin, to certain specified load centers 

The plan we are supporting is one that has been presented before. We feel that 
our plan has merit, and we know that it has been checked and verified by all of 
the interested parties. Exhaustive engineering studies have been made by the 
cooperatives, utilities, and the Bureau of Reclamation. These studies have heen 
concluded with what is known as a board study, and all of this serves to prove 
that what we are asking is sound engineeringwise and economically feasible 
We believe that additional information to be presented by our engineer and by 
representatives of the utilities will completely justify our support of this plan 

The 20 cooperatives represented here todav serve approximately 80.000 farm 
families, and at the present time these 80,000 farmers use in excess of 200 million 
kilowatt-hours per year. Thev wish to secure nower from the Missouri River 
dams for 2 major reasons. One is that they desire to establish a long-range 
program that will assure them of adequate quantities of electric energy. The 
second, and equally important, reason is that, inasmuch as Minnesota is in a 
high-fuel-cost area, electricity generated in steam and diesel plants is relatively 
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high. Purchases of Federal power from the Missouri Basin dams, firmed up 
with power generated in Minnesota, should result in substantial decreases in 
power costs. 

It has been mentioned that these cooperatives are presently using in excess of 
200 million kilowatt-hours a year, and it is well to mention that this use is in 
creasing approximately 15 percent a year. However, based on present purchases 
and applying present Bureau rates, this load would provide an immediate and 
substantial annual return to the Federal Government. This market is ready and 
waiting for Federal power to be delivered. In addition to cooperative purchases, 
revenues will accrue from municipalities, and no doubt additional blocks of 
power will be purchased by private utilities in the area. 

You perhaps have heard this alliance between the cooperatives and the private 
companies referred to as a “shotgun” wedding. We do not feel that this is the 
case, for, after several years’ work on this proposal, we find that our interests 
are not inimical. However, about 2 years ago the cooperatives did present a plan 
to the Senate of the United States, and this was rejected, with the suggestion 
from several Senators that we return to Minnesota and see if we could not reach 
an agreement with the private companies. It was not an easy matter for eithe 
the cooperatives or the power companies to overcome the rather deep differences 
n thinking that had grown up between them over a long period of more or less 
controversial consideration of the wholesale power question in the area. How 
ever, they both were determined that a solution could be found that would be 
fair to all concerned, if they took the time to study the matter jointly, in yzood 
faith, and with due consideration for each other’s interests. 

It seems to me to be but honest to admit that some private companies would 
prefer that public power not enter their service areas. It is just as true that 
some cooperatives, whose investments are made with loan funds secured fro 
the Federal Treasury, would prefer not having private companies as a party to 
their securing power from Federal sources 

We are convinced that such reasoning is faulty Rather, the best possible use 
should be made of all existing facilities to the end that the public is served. It 
should not be the least surprising then that when joint action is taken with 
sincerity it is possible to come up with a plan satisfactory to all. Working 
together in this manner it has been possible to solve specific localized problems, 
to anticipate future requirements, and to utilize all facilities, existing and 
planned, in the most economical manner. 

We believe this plan will give the widest distribution of all the possible benefits 
of hydroelectric power developed in the Missouri Basin for use in our area. We 
believe that the plan, as proposed, guarantees and protects the interests of all 
concerned to the maximum extent consistent with the most economical distri 
bution of power by the Bureau of Reclamation in the Minnesota area. We believe 
that, considering the wide area and divergent interests, it is necessary that the 
Federal Government participate in the manner provided by the plan. 

We are certain adoption of this plan will make it possible for the various 
groups to engage in long-range planning for major investments and improvements 
without fear of trespass on the part of any group, and that it binds together 
these parties who have oftentimes been on different sides of the question into a 
strong operating unit, working together for the good of all. It ties together 
power facilities in at least a three-State area, developing a power pool that 
becomes of major value and importance to hundreds of thousands of citizens. It 
is our belief that testimony of our engineer and of the power-company repre- 
sentatives will establish beyond a reasonable doubt that it is our full intention 
to use private capital to the maximum extent possible. 

We believe that careful consideration of our plan will reveal that we have no 
intention or desire to extend Federal bureaucracy, but rather use it in a limited 
manner so that maximum return will be made on Federal investments in multi- 
purpose dams in the Missouri Basin, and so that possible benefits deriving from 
these same installations will reach the maximum number of people. Under our 
plan, it is our intention to integrate an area that has been established as a 
feasible market area for Missouri Basin power. We are recognizing all private 
investments and do not propose to invite encroachment upon the rights of such 
private investors. We do not propose that our plan shall be a stepping stone for 
an expansion of public power. We have brought together and have protected 
the rights of all parties. 

As a matter of fact, we believe that the most significant and important fact 
in our whole plan will be clearly developed in following testimony. All previous 
experience proves that it is essential that hydroelectric generation be backed up 
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by a like amount of steam and diesel generation. Our plan does that. Under 
his proposal, approximately 1,500,000 kilowatts of such generation will be inte- 
svrated into the system. Hence we believe a nominal investment in transmission 
nes will make unnecessary any firming capacity that might be constructed with 
Federal funds. Actually our plan could be considered in this manner, that a 
ossible lowering of wholesale power costs in our area is but a secondary matter, 
Most important consideration is that through use of investments made with 
vate captal we round out a program of essential development of natural 
esources, yet limit Federal investments to a minimum 

Mr. McKer. The two points that I feel I would like to make for 
the cooperatives cover the objectives that we have been trying to 
wcomplish. The important one to us, of course, is that we hope to get 
ower-cost wholesale power. Minnesota is in a high fuel cost area. 

We have worked out a plan in cooperation with the cooperatives 
which we hope will bring that about. 

The other point that we have watched is that integrating the 
utilities and the cooperatives and the other remote generating units 
nto some type of transmission system will make unnecessary any 
major investments for generating capacity to firm up hydroelectric 
power. 

It seems to be a rather well recognized fact that for each kilowatt 
of hydroelectric generation you need to firm it with about a kilowatt 
of thermo generation. Those two things we have kept in mind, Mr. 
Chairman, and I think, with your permission, I will now conclude my 
statement with just those few words. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. McKee. 

Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Chairman, may we at this point have inserted 
n the record statements by other gentlemen without further comment 
by them, who are representing some of these various 20 cooperatives. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, those statements will be received. 

(The statements referred to were submitted to the committee. ) 

Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Chairman, if you will be kind enough now to 
hear Mr. E. R. Mackie, of Ellerbe & Co., of St. Paul, who is the con- 
sulting engineer for the 20 cooperatives represented here today, we 
should appreciate it. Mr. Mackie will be able to answer any questions 
you might have as to the technical end of the matter. He was here 
before, as you know. 

Mr. JENSEN. We should be glad to hear you, Mr. Mackie. 

Mr. Mackie. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I be- 
lieve all of you gentlemen have a copy of my prepared statement. 
With the Chair’s permission I would like briefly to run through a 
couple of the important points rather than to read all of it. 

Mr. Jensen. The statement will be received and you may proceed. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF EnGar R. MAcKI£, ELECTRICAL ENGINEER, ASSOCIATED WITH THE 
ENGINEERING FIRM OF ELLERBE & Co., St. PAuL, MINN., Aprixt 1, 1953 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Edgar R. Mackie; 
I am an engineer employed by the firm of Ellerbe & Co., of St. Paul, Minn. 
[ am appearing here today in behalf of 20 REA-financed cooperatives in southern, 
eentral, and western Minnesota. 

Ellerbe & Co. is the largest engineering organization in Minnesota. We have 
been doing load-study and system-design work for REA cooperatives in Minne- 
sota and surrounding States for many years. We made the preliminary studies 
and complete system design for Minnkota Power Cooperative, Inc., at Grand 
Forks, N. Dak. This is one of the largest and most successful of the REA 
power cooperatives. Work connected with REA is less than 5 percent of our 
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total annual business. We now have work in more than 20 States. The abo 
statements are made only to give an indication of our qualifications to prepa: 
the information contained herein. 

Ellerbe & Co. made the engineering studies for the 20 cooperatives in the sout 
central, and western areas of Minnesota. Their present requirements are su 
plied by 4 private utilities and 7 municipalities. 

The municipalities in the area have done a fine job of helping the development 
of the REA cooperatives which they supply. The rapid increase in load ey 
perienced by the cooperatives, however, has caused the generating faciliti: 
of all but 8 of the 7 municipals to be seriously overloaded. In many instanc 
the REA load has become greater than their own. It is not feasible for thei 
to float a bond issue to install additional capacity to carry the REA loads. Foi 
of the municipalities have already requested that they be relieved of the neces 
sity of carrying their REA loads. 

A statement was presented by me before this committee in support of certai: 
Bureau lines last year because the following problems existed : 

In most cases, the municipalities are required to run every available unit of 
generation regardless of condition just to get by. The Otter Tail Power ( 
serves the northwest portion of this area. The Interstate Power Co. serves the 
southern portion of the area. The Minnesota Power & Light Co. serves only foi 
substations in this area. Two of the member cooperatives are supplied by REA 
financed generating plants—one at Benson, Minn., and one at Jackson, Minn 

The Northeastern States Power Co. serves the balance of the area. This 
company being the largest of the four utilities involved, is naturally in the bes 
position to serve its portion of the requirements. However, some system revision 
will be required to carry the anticipated increase in loads. (The Northern States 
Power Co. has a construction program under way which should take care of this 
situation, and will be explained by a following witness. ) 

Our letter addressed to the four utilities and dated August 26, 1950, clearly 
indicated our problem and requested information on what quantities of power 
could be made available to us 

The cooperatives have realized for some time that they were rapidly reaching 
the limit of the available power supply in some areas. With this in mind, and at 
the insistence of the cooperatives, we undertook a study and an analysis of thei 
power problems 

We have completed this study. The study shows that the demand for power 

ready exceeds the existing available supply in parts of the area. This situa 
tion must be corrected at once, if the development of these cooperatives is not 
to be restricted 

Our study furt? er shows that the most practical and feasible solution to the 
overall problem is to provide these cooperatives with Bureau of Reclamation 
power from the Missouri Basin. The only reasonable solution is to place the 
Bureau lines in operation at the earliest possible date. 

Qur recommendation to the 20 cooperatives was that the most practical solu 
tion to the overall problem would be to integrate all of the existing facilities 
Negotiations with the power companies were carried on in an effort to determine 
the best overall solution. As a result of these negotiations and studies by the 
power companies, the following basic plan was developed : 

1. That the power companies interconnect their systems to relieve the areas 
where shortages exist—these interconnections to take place as soon as possible 
to solve these shortages during the interim period. Contracts have been signed 
by two of the power companies represented here. 

2. That the Burean of Reclamation build a backbone 230,000-volt transmission 
system within a 250-mile radius of the source. The initial construction to consist 
of a 250,000-volt line from Fargo, N. Dak., to Fergus Falls, to Benson, to Granite 
Falls, to Mankato, to Jackson, Minn., and thence back to the source in South 
Dakota. 

8. That the Bureau of Reclamation build the necessary substations at approxi 
mately the points named in item 2 above. 

t. That the power companies in the area enter into wheeling contracts with 
the Bureau of Reclamation to wheel power from the above points to the load 
centers of all the preferred customers in the Bureau marketing area. 

5. That the power companies in the area build the required low-voltage trans 
mission lines to increase their system-transmission capacities as required to 
wheel the power from the above points to the load centers. 

6. That the preferred customers in the area could, by virtue of the above 
conditions, become direct customers of the Bureau of Reclamation without addi- 
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al expenditures by the customers. New load centers of the electric cooper- 
tives might require some new line and substation construction on their part 
7. That all parties—the Burean of Reclamation, the power companies, the 
operatives, and the municipalities—integrate their facilities to give the maxi 
m benefits to the consumers. 
lhe plan as outlined above solves some very perplexing problems. The solution 
ese problems provides the following : 


\ guaranty of an adequate source of power for the preferred customers 

the area at the lowest overall cost It should be pointed out that the 
mbined present (1953) load requirements of the preferred customers in the 
urket area in Minnesota are of such magnitude as to render any one line 
neapable of delivering these present requirements without considerable support 


equipment. It further follows that considering a load in excess of 200,000 
owatts in 1954 when Bureau power becomes available, and the increasing 
ads thereafter, definitely requires a minimum of a loop of at least 230,000 volts. 


” An immediate market for reclamation power. 

\n immediate return on the money already invested by the Government in 

oth dams and transmission lines 

$. The greatest distribution of reclamation power to the maximum number 

preferred customers with the lowest possible investment by the Government. 

». The interconnection of Government-owned generating capacity with pri 

tely owned generating capacity in excess of 1 million kilowatts. The maiority 

f this privately owned capacity is on the opposite end of the transmission facili 

es from the location of the Government-owned generation. This greatly 

proves the reliability of the entire system. 

It is my firm belief that the value to the Government of the firming capacity 

vailable from the above plan is, in actual dollars and cents, more than the 

tal cost of the entire line for which we are asking. The Government must, in 
der to get the maximum return on its investment, provide this firming capacity 
by some means. 

In any discussion of the above problems, the question always comes up as to 
what actual need this area has for this line. To my knowledge there has not 
eel: a single case in the United: States in the past 15 years, excluding World 
War IT years, that any customer has actually been refused service at a price 
It stands to reason that any power company would render service to any custo 
mer in any location if the customer can and will guarantee a reasonable return 
on the required investment. No doubt many people have appeared before this 
committee on the basis that a great need existed because of the lack of any 
source of power. Such a lack must of necessity originally have stemmed from 
the failure or the inability of these people to support the required investment. 
I state these facts only to show that in all cases, actual need must be based 
on cold, hard dollars and I state my case as follows: 

The 20 cooperatives represented by us purchased in excess of 200 million 
kilowatt-hours in 1952 at a cost of approximately $2,700,000. This power was 
produced mainly in fuel-burning plants in high fuel-cost areas. If this power 
had been purchased from the Bureau of Reclamation, at their present established 

ite of 5.5 mills for power produced by their hydrodevelopment, a saving of 
ipproximately $1,600,000 would have been made. By 1960 these same 20 co 
operatives alone will purchase during the vear approximately 480 million kilo 
watt-hours. With the same comparison of purchasing conditions as above, a 
saving of $3,600,000 will be realized. 

The 20 cooperatives have a total membership of approximately 80,000 families, 
and the municipalities and others in the area increase this to approximately 
180.000) families. 

I believe the proposed solution to be sound, effective, and desirable to these 
1S0,000 families, as well as to all parties involved in it. 

I would like to point out the following pertinent points with regard, to this 
proposed solution : 


1. Less money and material will be expended to do the job than under any 
other system. 

2. The same overall economy could not be effected by the Government doing 
the job by itself or the power companies by themselves or by the preferred cus- 
tomers doing the job alone. The reasons for this statement are as follows: 

A. If the Government through its marketing agent attempts to do the entire 
marketing joh. a good deal more money would have to be invested in trans- 
nission and substation facilities. This would result in little increase in gross 
revenue to the Government and in my opinion an actual decrease in net revenue 


t 


to the Government. 
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Bb. If the power companies are asked to build the required lines necessary 
deliver reclamation power from the dams to the preferred customers in Minn 
sota, it becomes practically mandatory that they do so as utilities at a fa 
price. In this case, however, what is a fair price? It must be sufficient to me 
property tax, ine e tax, operation, maintenance, all other fixed costs, and t 
Vield a fair return to the investors. This will be explained by another witnes 
A more important point is, in my opinion, the fact that the resulting cost to th: 
preferred customer would be such as to not decrease the overall cost of pows 
to him 

C. If the preferred customers attempt to construct the necessary facilities 
deliver power to themselves with REA financing they are faced with the follo 
ng comparison 

Assume the maintenance cost to be equal for the Bureau of Reclamation 
an REA financed line. The Bureau pays 3 percent interest and no taxes 
cooperative using REA money pays 2 percent interest plus approximately 
percent State ta’es. This increase in yearly cost of 1 percent per vear if the lir 
is built with REA money plus the cost of the additional facilities that would ha 
to be built if the combined plan is not used results in no saving to the customer 
Any combination of plans A and © can basically only change the total propert 
tax paid. ‘Lhe construction of facilities that are not required under the pn 
posed hasic plan cannot be eliminated. 

3. The same effective security and reliability of service cannot be had by az 
other system at a reasonable cost. 

4. A system study showing the operation of the combined systems has ni 
been completed jointly by the parties concerned which proves that the plan 
sound and feasible This study was made on the Bureau of Reclamation Boat 
in Denver in February 1952. 

5. This study further proved that the loss within this combined system wa 
not excessive. In fact the losses generally were less than 25 percent, which is 
reasonably low on such a system 

6. In many cases the Government is required to finance and construct fue 
burning plants to provide the firming capacity that would be supplied by the 
adoption of our plan 

7. I must emphasize one other very important point. The line as out 
lined previously has been pared down to the absolute minimum to do the job 


The points of delivery as indicated must be served by the proposed 230-kilovolt 


line if the system is to operate most efficiently 

We are not asking the Government to give us this money We are askin: 
for a loan by the Government to the designated marketing agent Such a loar 
will, in this case, be paid back more rapidly than in most cases because thi 
load or market already exists and stands ready to vield an immediate returi 


on such a loatr 

The Government investment, in my opinion, would be repaid in full Com 
mitments have been made by the power companies to the cooperatives in the 
compan es’ letter of December 21, 1951 This letter will be submitted for the 
record by one of the following witnesses. The cooperative answer to the above 
letter is attached to my statement and I would like to submit it for the record 


POWER COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 


BENSON, MINN.. January 380, 1952 


NORTHERN STATES POWER Co., 
Vinneapolis, Minn. 


INTERSTATE POWER CoO., 
Dubuque, Towa 


OrrerR TAIL POWER Co., 
Fergus Falls, Minn. 

GENTLEMEN : We are in receipt of your letter of December 21, 1951, addressed 
to the Power Cooperative Development Committee. This letter was brought uy 
for discussion at the last general committee meeting on December 27, 1951, at 
Montevideo. It was discussed and explained in detail, after which a motion for 
approval, subject to certain conditions, was placed before the House. A rolleal! 
vote was taken and recorded on a resolution pertaining thereto, a copy of which 
is attached to this letter. 

The results of the rolleall vote clearly indicates that it is the intention of 
the Power Cooperative Development Committee to proceed with the plan as 
agreed upon. Incorporated in this same resolution is the expression of thi 
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committee with regard to complying with the various requests as made in the 
power compzunies’ letter dated December 21, 1951. Here, again, the committee 
elected to comply with these requests as a guaranty to the power companies 
if the committee’s good faith 

I have, therefore, been authorized to write this letter acceping the proposal 
is outlined in the letter above mentioned from the power companies, subject 
o the following conditions: 

Item 1: That funds be appropriated by the present session of Congress to 
the Department of the Interior, and specifically allocated to the Bureau of Ree 
mation for the purpose of designing and constructing the 230,000-volt trans 
mission system proposed in our joint plan to transmit Missouri Basin hydro 
electric power to terminal load centers at or near Fargo, Fergus Falls, Benson 
Granite Falls, Mankato, and Jackson 

Item 2: That the three power companies, respectively, enter into satisfactory 
wheeling contracts with the Bureau of Reclamation 

(a4) That these wheeling contracts provide satisfactory guaranties by the 
power companies to the effect that they will supply the necessary transmissior 
ines, and, where needed, substation capacity sufficient to supply their own tran 
mission system with all of the requirements in the area, such guaranty to be 
for a period concurrently of not less than 3 years in advance 

(b) That the total cost for wheelin: shall be covered in the contracts between 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the power companies and shall not reflect any 
idded cost over established Bureau rates to the preferred customers 

(¢) That the wheeling contracts contain a commitment to the effect that the 


power companies will provide sufficient line capacity to wheel the required loads 


to all of the substations and/or load centers in the area and the refusal or in 


ability to provide capacity for any one single load center and/or substation shall 
constitute a breach of contract. This statement need not necessarily apply to 
all new load centers but shall apply to new load centers to the extent that the 
ower companies must supply the necessary line capacity and substation capacity 
to feed those lines (except those provided by the Bureau of Reclamation) where 
the power companies’ system(s) eXists at the time that the new load is to be 
provided for 

Item 8. That the power companies supply the requirements of all of the coopera 
tives until such time as Bureau power becomes available 

Item 4. That the power companies will actively support the appropriation of 
funds for the Bureau of Reclamation as outlined in item 1 

Item 5. That the power companies proceed generally in good faith to place the 
entire plan in effect. 

The committee wants it clearly understood that they are making, and wil 
continue to make, every effort to comply with the requests made by the powe1 
companies in their letter of December 21, 1951 Since the power companies’ 
letter of necessity is a proposal and not a statement of actual facts or existing 
contracts, it becomes necessary to outline a few of the conditions as above in 
items 1 to 5, inclusive. It is impossible, even in this manner, to list more than a 
few of the pertinent points and, therefore, to be effective both parties must pro 
ceed, in good faith, to place the entire plan in effect 

While we are proceeding as outlined above, we must state that the agreement 
shall not be binding upon either party in the event that funds are not forthcoming 
during the present session of Coneress It is the committee's hope, in the event 
this should happen, that the parties to this agreement can still proceed to solve 

eir overall mutual problems. It is however, the feeling of the committee 
that should events cause this to be the case thatt all agreements should be rene- 
gotiated in the light of developments up to that time 

The above-mentioned letter dated December 21, 1951, confirms, in general, the 
commitments as outlined in a similar letter dated September 24, 1951, which 
letter was signed only by the Northern States Power Co. This letter of Sep 
tember 4, 1951, contained additional proposals with regard to terms of contract, 
maintenance of co-op-owned facilities and other items. The committee has 
authorized me to accept the items in this letter which are in general stated in 
paragraph III, subsection 1, 2, and 3, and paragraph IV, subsection 1, 2, and 3 
The acceptance of these extra provisions, as contained in the letter of September 
$+, 1951, and as avain confirmed in a letter dated December 21, 1951, over the 
signature of Mr. H. C. Cummins, is subject to the general provisions and condi 
tions as outlined throughout this letter. 

Very truly yours, 
POWER COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
Victor HANSON, Necretary. 
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Mr. Mackie. On the first page I merely give some qualifications of 
the company and myself with regard to our ability to prepare this 
information. 

Basically the are a is served at present by 7 municipalities, 2 REA 
financed powerp! lants owned and oper ated indiv idu: lly by each mem 
ber cooperative—in other words, each one of the plants serves one 
member cooperative—and 4 utilities, 3 of which are represented here. 

We did a study for these 20 cooperatives, as we testified before, in 
order to determine what was the most likely solution to their whole 
sale-power problem. Our recommendation at the conclusion of that 
study was to attempt to integrate all of the a that existed 

n the area, be they municipal, priv: ately owned, or Government 
financed a any department of the Government; and 1 i listed o1 
page 2 several items that we consider important along that particula: 
line; how we expect them to proceed in order to accomplish that 
objective of integration, if they could accomplish an integration 
which we feel we now have an agreement to accomplish between th 
various parties concerned; namely, the Bureau of Reclamation, the 
private utilities, and the REA cooperatives and other preferred 
customers. 

Then on page 3 I have listed the items that we feel are the important 
items that would be reached by such an objective. 

I think item 2—that we would create an immediate market for 
Bureau of Reclamation power—is important to us and it is important 
to the Government as a means of getting a return on the money that 
has already been spent. 

We actually have in the area now a pre ferred-customer load in the 
neighborhood of 200,000 kilowatts. That load is there, that they 
could actually t: Me over immediately by whatever process was used. 

If our integration process were used, it could be done with the least 
combined expenditure by all sehen 

I think item 5 on page 3 1 s probably the second most important 
item so far as-engineering sauce ations are concerned, and that 
is that such an integration as we propose under this basic point—the 
Missouri development proposes “y ultimate installed capacity of some 
thing in the ne ight orhood of 114 million kilowatts, and connecting 
the three utilities represented rl would result in considerably in 
excess Of L million kilowatts of fuel-burning capacity. In almost every 
instance, to our knowledge, at one time or another, hydrodevelopme nts 
extended by the United States Engineers or by the Government. or 
the Bureau of Reclamation have at one time or another required funds 
to be expended by someone ip order to firm that. We think, from our 

interest and from the Government’s interest, that is probably one of 
the most important items of the entire argument. 

Actually, just considering the families, the people, who are repre- 
sented by our 20 important cooperatives, we are talking about approxi- 
mately 80,000 families, preferred customers. In other words, taking 
in municipals, we are talking in terms of 180,000 families. We do not 
feel that any combination that could be used to do this particular job 
would be as effective as some sort of integration of all the people who 
are already involved there. 

Basically, the Bureau of Reclamation, if Congress gave them the 
ioney, or we asked Congress to give them the money to build the 
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ntire facilities necessary to market the immediate load of 200,000 
lowatts in Minnesota, would require a good deal more money than 

vhat we are talking about in the overall ultimate project, because 
iey would not have at their disposal the existing facilities that the 
ilities own, or the cooperatives own, except the distribution lines— 
it is, if the Bureau did it all by themselves. 

If the REA’s attempted to borrow money from REA and finance the 
roject themselves—in other words, go and get it from the dam— 
hey could not actually take over anywhere near the same total 

mr of customers that the Bureau of Reclamation could. There- 

, the volume that they would be dealing in would be considerably 
ss. Also, the REA would be sub ject to State taxes. 

In the case of the utilities, there again I am sure that you people 
re familiar with their problem. That will be gone into in some detail 

y following witnesses speaking for the utilities. But it is quite ob- 

ous that they, paying income ae and property taxes and other 
tems would have costs that would be aidan ibly higher than any 
me individual. 

However, the principal point that I want to make is not the fact 
that any one of these cannot do the job. That is not the point that 
[am trying to make. The point that I am trying to make is that the 
ombination of all of them doing their particular portion would be 
more effective than anyone trying to do the whole job. 

I have only one more comment, and this is just purely a personal 
pinion as our company sees it. We believe that with the inter- 
onnection of capacity with the fuel-burning capacity available in 
Minnesota, that the investment necessary to make the interconnection 
from an engineernig standpoint is a sound investment to the Govern- 
ment. Looking at the project as a whole, I believe that that firming 
ipacity to the hydro development is worth enough in dollars and 
‘ents to actually justify the expenditure if not a single kilowatt-hour 
vere sold over. And we know that would not be the case. 

With that statement, unless there are some questions, I will con- 
lude. 

Mr. Jensen. Is the purpose of the statements which you have made 
here today to attempt to induce this committee to build all of this line 
is proposed by the Bureau ? 

Mr. Mackie. No; I do not believe so, Mr. Chairman. That is a 
rather hard question for me to answer. I would like to answer it this 
vay. Asan engineer I believe that the most economical solution from 

combined expenditure would be if the Congress would give the 
Bureau of Reclamation money for the entire line. Now, I do not mean 
to imply by that, that that is the only system that will work. 

Does that answer your question ? 

Mr. Jensen. I just wondered if you would not be satisfied with a 
ortion of it, or whether you would rather have it all or nothing. 

Mr. Mackie. Personally, I would much rather have a portion of it. 

Mr. Jensen. That is what I wanted to find out. If there are no 
ther questions, thank you very much. 

Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Chairman, may I now call upon Mr. Carl T. 
Bremicker, who is vice president of the Northern States Power Co., of 
Minneapolis, Minn. Mr. Bremicker will, I believe, present the case 
f the private utilities. 

80433—53—pt. 4 39 
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May I also at this time ask permission for Mr. Carl Hummel, vic 
president of Interstate Power Co., and Mr. albert Hartl, vice presi 
dent of the Otter Tail Power Co., to insert in the record their com 
ments, following Mr. Bremicker. 

Mr. Jensen. I shall want to ask the gentleman who represents the 
Otter Tail Power Co. a question or two when his turn comes. 

Mr. Anpersen. Thank you. 

Mr. Bremickxer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I would like to 
start by saying that I do appreciate the magnitude of the job that you 
have, not only in this instance, but in many others which come before 
you. We appreciate this opportunity and I shall endeavor to clarify 
the situation as we see it. May I offer my statement for the record, 
Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it will be received. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


PeSTIMONY OF CARL T. BREMICKER, VICE PRESIDENT, NORTHERN STATES PowER Co 
APRIL 1, 1953 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Carl T. Bremicker; I am vices 
president of Northern States Power Co., a Minnesota corporation. Our company 
is engaged in the public-utility business in Minnesota, North Dakota, and Sout! 
Dakota, and in Wisconsin through subsidiary companies. 

The electric system of Northern States Power Co. had its origin in 1909, and 
has grown to cover and serve a 40,000-square-mile area The company furnishes 
service to approximately 700,000 retail customers in hundreds of communities 
We also furnish electric service directly to some 25,000 rural and farm customers 
and sell at wholesale to 24 electric cooperatives at 54 points of connection. 

In February 1952 we appeared, with the electric cooperatives, before this con 
mittee to support the request of the Bureau of Reclamation for funds to con 
struct a 230,000-volt transmission line required if Missouri Basin power be 
delivered to preferred customers in Minnesota. We return today to renew that 
support. 

Let me make our position clear. We are not here asking that electric power 
be brought into our trade area because of any shortage, or to serve the purposes 
of Northern States Power Co. Our company is in the business of generating 
and distributing electricity in our territory, and is prepared to construct the 
necessary facilities for that purpose. We have, are now, and will continue t 
take care of the demands of our customers at rates which are fair and provide 
the overall operational requirements for the conduct of our business. We are 
constantly planning and building to care for the future requirements of our 
service area. Within this area served by Northern States Power Co., we now 
have a complete grid of transmission lines adequately delivering the requirements 
of the territory, including the requirements of 24 rural electric cooperatives 
In fact, a substantial majority of the 20 electric cooperatives represented here 
today get their electric power from our transmission system. 

Llowever, there are some special circumstances involved in the matter now 
under consideration 

The Congress has determined that dams and hydroelectric generating facilities 
be installed on the Missouri River in North and South Dakota. 

The Congress has determined that the electric power output from these dams 
beyond that required for Government needs, be supplied first to preferred cus 
tomers. In our area these customers are the electric cooperatives and the 
municipally operated utilities 

The marketing of this electric power has been assigned to the Department of 
the Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation. The Bureau, after surveying the pote! 
tial output of these power developments and further surveying the preferred 
customers’ demands, apparently has decided that the energy in question should 
he disposed of within a marketing area which, in part, covers the States of 
North and South Dakota, and a portion of the State of Minnesota. 

And, therefore, the problem is one which basically requires Government solu 
tion. The Government has hydroelectric power to sell to its preferred customers 
In this instance, the customers within the marketing area in Minnesota are 
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located a great distance from the source of supply If the power is to be sold 
in this area, and that is solely a Government problem to be answered by the 
Congress, it must be delivered where it may be distributed and used 

rhe plan as presented by the Bureau of Reclamation and the electric co 
operatives, which has the support of the private companies, we believe will be 
helpful to you in determinine the manner in which the hydroelectric power 
from these dams may be distributed. 

Here let me make one point clear. Northern States Power Co. is not in favor 
of governmental power projects when the job of supplying power can be per 
formed by the private companies. Our position in this matter is consistent with 
the position of the electric light and power industry—that Government should 
not do for the people things the people—individually er through their private 
organizations—can do for themselves. Therefore, I want to repeat that the 
present case is a special one due to circumstances created by governmental 
decisions in the past and by the economic problems of building and financing 
a transmission line of this capacity and length to serve the preferred class of 
customer here under consideration 

The specific location of the line proposed was determined by the logica 
terminal points of the existing systems which will be used to wheel the power 
to the substations of the rural electric cooperatives 

This line would, in effect, form part of the transmission system necessary 
to enable the Government to make available to preferred customers in the Minne 
sota marketing area, power generated by hydroelectric stations on the Mis 
souri River. and it would serve no other purpose 

We have offered our transmission facilities to deliver Government hydr« 
electric energy from our system terminal points to the preferred customers ir 
ur area. We are ready to enter into a firm wheeling contract with the Burean 
for that purpose. We stand readv to interconnect our lines with those of the 
Burean. and thus avoid costly duplication 

The eleetric cooperatives and other preferred customers in the marketing area 
of the State of Minnesota are interested in securing the widely publicized low 
rate energy which the Burean of Reclamation has stated is available to them 

We can use our present and planned system to distribute energy from the 
Government dams on the Missouri River when it is delivered to our terminal 
points, and stand ready to interconnect our lines with those of the Bureau and 
contract for such delivery. 

We have in the past worked out interconnections and interchanzes of power 
wherever if was mutually advantageous. We have such interconnections with 
the REA Minnkota Power Cooperative at Grand Forks, N. Dak.: we are also 
interconnected with the REA Dairvland Coonerative system in Wisconsi 
we are completing a similar connection with Otter Tail Power Co. in north 
western Minnesota: and we are in the process of working out a similar plan 
with the Interstate Power Co. in southern Minnesota. We have under stndy 
a possible interconnection with the REA Rural Power Cooperative at Elk River 
Minn. We know of no reason why we cannot successfully interconnect with 
the proposed Bureau of Reclamation line in Minnesota, 

The rural electric cooperatives in Minnesota are here asking that this com- 
mittee approve this plan, and appropriate sufficient funds this vear in order 
that the henefits, as outlined in their testimony, may be made available to then 
It is our conclusion that this plan provides a solution to the problem we have 
above discussed. 


} 


Mr. Bremicxker. You will recall that 3 vears ago the cooperatives 
and the utilities had differences of opinion on the probable effect of 
the energy which was to be produced from dams in North and South 
Dakota. We were told by the congressional representatives to return 
to our homes and endeavor to work out an agreement whereby this 
could be done in a most economical manner. We sat down with a 
negotiating committee of the 20 cooperatives; after a great study of 
the situation we were faced with, and certain other factors at that 
time, we reached this joint agreement. 

No. 1 was the fact that large blocks of power would be available 
from the Missouri Dam in excess of 250,000 kilowatts; that there was no 
firm power of any consequence for our own use; that all of the power 
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that was to be delivered into Minnesota would be delivered to the pre- 
ferred customers. 

We were asked whether or not we could build that line on those 3 
factors, that 1 single 230,000-volt line, which we and the cooperatives 
agreed to; that was between the utilities and the cooperatives whic] 
in the main cut out a great number of miles of other lines which were 
originally requested by the Bureau of Reclamation to transport and 
deliver that power. 

We based our decision on the fact that we could not construct the 
line because, as Mr. Mackie has stated, on the payment which we would 
receive from the Bureau of Reclamation, it would not come anywhere 
near taking care of the fixed costs on that line because of State taxes, 
interest on money, Federal income taxes, and so forth. Our fixed 
charges are two and a half times more than those of the REA and 
three times more than those of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Let me make it clear here that we have, we are, and we will take 
care of the needs of our customers in the area in which they are re 
sponsible as public utilities to serve those people. We expect to work 
harmoniously with our friends who, because of a publicized rate which 
is lower than that which we can economically quote to the REA’s— 
because of that low rate, they are naturally desirous of securing lower- 
rate power. We, as utilities, do not feel that we have any right actu- 
ally to endeavor to stop our friends and neighbors from securing a 
lower-cost commodity than we can sell to them. Because of that 
fact, and because of those factors only, we are supporting the request 
of the REA’s and the Bureau of Reclamation to endeavor to secure 
that low-rate power for them in order that they might benefit. 

The preferred customers’ power requirements, as Mr. Mackie has 
stated, represent about 200,000 kilowatts. We have been told that 
there would be more capacity than that available to Minnesota at the 
completion of construction. Because of that fact we are here again 
supporting the REA’s and again asking that the most economical way 
be approved to deliver that power which we believe this plan would 
help in solving that problem. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. I tried to 
make this as brief as possible. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you. You may call your next witness, Mr. 
Andersen. 

Mr. AnvDersen. I think next you would like to hear from Mr. Albert 
Hartl, vice president and treasurer of the Otter Tail Power Co. 

Mr. Jensen. We should be glad to hear Mr. Hartl. Mr. Hart], do 
you wish to offer this statement for the record? 

" Mr. Hartt. With your permission, sir; I had intended merely to 
file this. However, if there are questions I stand ready to answer 
them to the best of my ability. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT V. HartL, VICE PRESIDENT AND TREASURER OF OTTER TAU 
Power Co., Feraus FAs, MINN. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Albert V. Hartl. I am vice president 
and treasurer of Otter Tail Power Co., a Minnesota corporation, which supplies 
electric energy to almost 500 communities in Minnesota, North Dakota, and South 
Dakota, plus either supplying directly or helping to supply 22 REA cooperatives 
at 58 points of connection. The attached map indicates the extent of our 
operations. 
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I likewise appeared before this committee on February 1952 requesting that 
funds be appropriated to permit the Bureau of Reclamation to build a 230-kilo- 
volt transmission line through part of our territory in Minnesota in order that 
electric energy from the Missouri River development might be made available 
to REA’s in Minnesota. I am here today to renew that request. 

Our company has already signed a wheeling contract with the Bureau of Recla- 
mation to cover its North Dakota territory. It stands willing to enter into 
similar agreements to cover its South Dakota and Minnesota operations. Our 
company is a party to a tripartite agreement in North Dakota whereby the genera- 
tion of the Central Power Electric Cooperative is wheeled over Bureau of Recla- 
mation lines and then over our lines to ultimate connections with the lines of 
distributing cooperatives. We have an interchange agreement with Minnkota 
Blectric Cooperative at Bemidji, Minn. In a matter of a few months we will 
interconnected with the Northern States Power Co. at Granite Falls, Minn. 

At the present time we have the physical facilities to handle the requirements 
of our system. We stand ready and willing to expand these. However, we as 

utility cannot build transmission lines for the sole purpose of wheeling energy 

preferred customers. We, therefore, respectfully submit that the building of 
trunklines for the purpose of bringing large blocks of power to the preference 
customers in our territory must of necessity be left to the Bureau of Reclamation, 
nasmuch as there appears to be no economic justification for the private utilities 
to build such addition to their systems. 

Otter Tail Power Co. wishes to help, by all proper means, the economic well 
being of the REA cooperatives in its service area. To that end we earnestly 
recommend your favorable consideration of appropriations to build the trans- 
nission line here being considered. We feel that this 230-kilovolt line plus 
existing utility facilities will satisfactorily take care of electric-energy require- 
ments of preference customers in our area. 

Mr. Jensen. In what section of the State of Minnesota does your 
company operate ¢ 

Mr. Harri. We operate in what might be termed the “northwest 
and the west central section of Minnesota.” 

Attached to my statement is a map of our system indicating, in red, 
the extent of this proposed line within our territory. 

Mr. JeNsEN. The map shows the proposed line running from Fargo 
ina southeasterly direction to Fergus Falls and thence on beyond that 
to as far down as 

Mr. Harti. Where the red line crosses the river would be Granite 

Falls, Minn. 

Mr. JensEN. It shows that that line will go right through the middle 
of the area which the Otter Tail Co. serves? 

Mr. Harrv. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, your company is not a large company, is it ? 

Mr. Hartt. As private utilities go in the United States, no, sir. 
We are not small but we very definitely are not a large company. 

Mr. Jensen. You do not have access to all the money that you would 
like to get to build the lines necessary to take care of your people? 

Mr. Harti. We can get money if we can show economic justification 
fora line. In the past Otter Tail Power Co. has been able to finance 
itself. 

Mr. JensEN. Have you served all your people the amount of power 
they requested ? 

Mr. Harri. We have served all the people in our area; however, 
there have been times where we have made arrangements with the 
REA’s, For instance, in North Dakota, most of them built their own 
venerating plants and we continued to distribute the generation. of 
those plants over our lines to the distributing properties. That was 
a prearranged plan between ourselves and the REA’s. 
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Mr. Jensen. If the line should run down through your area as 
indicated on the map, would that permit your company to better serve 
the people, and the REA’s especially in your area? 

Mr. Harti. We feel at the present time we are adequately serving 
the REA’s insofar as energy requirements are concerned. As a pre 
vious witness mentioned, we are in one of the highest fuel cost areas 
in the Nation, and as such the REA justifiably are looking for lower 
cost power than we can give them. There is no power shortage at 
the present time in our area. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you look for a greater load in the future than 
you have at present ? 

Mr. Harri. Yes. 

Mr. ANnpersen. With your permission, it is anticipated that the 
load in southwestern Minnesota will double within the next 10-year 
period. I am speaking about the farm demand because of practically 
all of the farms becoming electrified. 

Mr. Jensen. How far is it from Fargo to Fergus Falls? 

Mr. Harrw. Fifty-six or fifty-seven miles. 

Mr. Jensen. How far is it from Fargo to Benson ? 

Mr. Harri. That would be about 120 miles. 

Mr. Jensen. And how far would it be from Fargo to Granite Falls? 

Mr. Harri. That would be about 40 miles more—160 myles is a 
rough approximation of those distances. 

Mr. Jensen. That would make it about 170 miles from Fargo to 
Granite Falls. 

Mr. Macxte. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. In your opinion, what would be the best load center 
for the private utilities and the REA’s to pick up the Missouri Valley 
power ¢ 

Mr. Hartt. When you speak of picking it up, do I understand that 
you are requesting me to name one point that would be the best? 

Mr. Jensen. A load center where private utilities and municipal 
ities and REA’s could inost advantageously run their own lines to this 
load center and pick up this Missouri Valley power. 

Mr. Harri. Within this territory represented by the REA and the 
private utilities represented, speaking just of that west central and 
southern Minnesota section, insofar as our portion of the territory 
is concerned and our immediate adjacent neighbors, the load center, 
or rather the radiation of lines seems to emanate from Granite Falls 
at the present time. 

Mr. Anpersen. May I say that, in my opinion, that is absolutely 
correct. If we are to temporarily halt this line, it should go to 
Granite Falls, at least, figuring as to the most good for the most 
people, everything being taken into consideration. 

Mr. Jensen. You gentlemen can see that Carl Andersen never gives 
up. He says “temporarily.” I always appreciate a fellow who fights 
for his people. I fight for mine, and do not think I do not. 

Mr. Buner. If this line were built to Granite Falls, or Benson, or to 
Fergus Falls, would the capacity of the lines be utilized by the load 
areas at any of those three terminus points? File a statement at this 
point in the record, please. 
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(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY Ep. MACKIE AND H. HI! 

If the line were built into or as far as Granite Falls the capacity of the lines 
would be fully utilized by the local areas assuming adequate substation capacity 

provided. 

oar. ANDERSEN. May I say also at this point, that we must remember 

at by bringing it to Granite Falls, we will have the benefit of pump- 

g¢ back into the system the firm power of the entire Northern States 
ystem if necessary during certain times of the year. 

Mr. Bremicker can perhaps elaborate on that. 

Mr. Jensen. Let me ask this question: Are the REA’s proposing 
to build more steam plants to firm up this hydropower ? 

Mr. Mackie. Not unless it is absolutely necessary. There is no such 
plan at present. 

Mr. Jensen. IT would just like to say that a line running from Fargo 
to a load center such as we have just been talking about, will make it 
possible for private utilities, municipalities, and the REA’s to inte- 
grate their power and to enter into agreements like those organiza- 
tions have entered into all over the United States. Those agreements 
and contracts are working out to the benefit of everybody concerned. 
We have had people here from all over the country, both REA and 
private utilities and municipalities, who are parties to such contracts, 
and they all agree that they are working satisfactorily and to the 
benefit of all concerned. What this committee is trying to do, and 
what I hope we can do, and I am quite sure we will do, is to make the 
Missouri Valley power available to some point in the State of Min- 
nesota like we did for the State of Iowa and the State of Nebraska, 
and then we hope that if and when that time comes all of you people 
will work together harmoniously like you are doing today. It is very 
commendable. We are all happy to see private utilities and REA’s 
and municipalities getting along as one band of friends and neighbors. 

Mr. Anpersen. Along your line of thought, I hope it will not be 
or from my remarks relative to the terminus being Granite 

Falls, at least in a temporary sense, that we should eliminate Fergus 
Falls and Benson from consideration as load centers, because I do be- 
lieve we need those very badly. That is an engineering question 
which I am personally not competent to discuss. I would like to see 
Fergus Falls, in behalf of the Otter Tail Power Co., and Benson for 
the REA’s considered. 

Mr. Jensen. I think at this time that our good friend and very 
able Congressman, Harold Hagen, has slipped into the room unbe- 
known tome. We would like to hear from him. 

Mr. Hacen. I would like to make a statement briefly and extem- 
poraneously. 

Members of the committee, I was here before you last year on this 
problem along with many other gentlemen who are here today. I 
personally favor and support the entire program and project. I 
think the needs now are greater than they have been before. The 
REA people and the members are using more power today than ever 
before. The usage on the farms is way beyond estimates that were 
made when the lines were originally built, and the farmers are using 
more all the time. 





614 


This line, as I see it, will eventually be extended throughout the 
whole program as outlined here, but as I see it, the committee is not 
likely to provide for loan funds and say that we are going to hav: 
the whole project completed within 5 years. You might, as I see it, 
say, “Let us get a start on it.” Iam satisfied that ultimately the proj 
ect will be completed. The initial stages of it will be developed and 
the benefits will be so great that the committee will be more convinced 
next year and the year after that the job should be done on a complet: 
basis. 

In the days of the flood-control areas in Minnesota, we had an over 
all program of $15 million. We did not get the $15 million or ever 
an assurance of the $15 million the first year. We got $1 million, and 
at, another time, $1,500,000, and at another time $500,000. Every year 
for 10 years we have gotten money from appropriations for various 
parts of the overall flood-control program. In other 10 years we will 
have the whole job done. If we had come in here and insisted on the 
whole thing and some assurance that it would all be completed in 1! 
or 15 years, we might not have ever gotten started on it, so IT am 
appealing at least, not only for the whole program eventually, but a 
start on it this year, if possible. I think if we get a start with the 
assistance of the committee, the victory will be Carl Andersen’s next 
to that of the committee, because he has fought the thing through 
and up to this point has been leading the fight for it. If we could get 
it to Fergus Falls through some loan program through the Congress, 
later on it could be extended. It will mean our getting started on the 
program. If we do not get started on it the whole thing eventually 
may be lost in Minnesota. 

In the case of Moorhead, Minn., which is right on the line from 
Fargo, N. Dak., that city is the largest and fastest growing town in 
western Minnesota. It is the biggest town in my district now. They 
are in great need of power. In fact. they wrote me the other day want- 
ing to know about the project and if they could get some assurance 
that. it could be built within the next few years they would withhold 
any of their own plans for additional power system of their own. 

Clay County is one of the most prosperous counties in the country. 
Then comes Fergus Falls, the next largest town in my district. It is 
the county seat of Otter Tail County, probably one of the most wealthy 
counties in the United States, at least 1 of the first 20. It is the high- 
est producing county in many respects. The per capita wealth is 
higher by far than the average of the country. Otter Tail County 
would be a center that would use a lot of needed power. 

So, with that brief statement of mine, I appeal that we get started 
on this program. The need is great and the cause is just and it is a 
fund-loan program which eventually will be paid back to Uncle Sam, 
and it will be an asset that could be used in case of war. It is needed 
now, and they will use all the power that might be available, so I do 
plead with this committee for serious consideration on getting the 
project started at least, and ultimately finishing it. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Fenton. Let us get a few of these things straight. I believe the 
first witness who testified was Carl Bremicker. Mr. Bremicker made 
a very blunt statement. He said this: 

Let me make our position clear. We are not here asking that electric power 
be brought into our trade area because of any shortage, or to serve the pur- 
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ses Of Northern States Power Co. Our company is in the business of generating 
nd distributing electricity in our territory, and is prepared to construct the 
essary facilities for that purpose. We have, are now, and will continue to 
ke care of the demands of our customers at rates which are fair and provide 
overall operational requirements for the conduct of our business. 
That is what the first gentleman said. 
Now, may I ask the gentleman from the Otter Tail Power Co. what 
he status of power is in his area? 
Mr. Harti. In my statement I think that I say that we are serving 
he power needs of our area at the present time, and we are willing 
to expand as necessary to serve the power needs of our area. We are 
iere speaking for a transmission line to bring power at the announced 
rates from the Missouri Valley area to the preferred customers. 
Mr. Fenton. Is there a power shortage in your area? 
Mr. Harti. We certainly do not believe so. 
Mr. Fenron. Now, I think we have not heard from Mr. Hummel. 
Mr. Hummet. I have a statement that I would like to present for the 
record. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT By Mr. C. A. HUMMEL, VICE PRESIDENT OF INTERSTATE POWER Co 
DupnvugQuE, Iowa, APRIL 1, 1953 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is C. A. Hummel and I am vice 
president of Interstate Power Co. Our company serves electricity to 256 com 
munities, a substantial number of which are in southern Minnesota. 

Our neighbors, the REA cooperatives represented here, Ottertail Power Co. 
ind Northern States Power Co. are here presenting their views in support of 
he cooperative’s request for a 230,000-volt line to deliver Bureau of Reclamation 
power to electric customers in Minnesota. These views have been ably outlined 
I do not believe it necessary to repeat their reasons in support of the proposed 
transmission line. 

I would like to repeat, however, our commitment to the REA’s and to the 
Congress that were made earlier. 

We are now, and bave been, ready to make agreements with the Bureau of 
Reclamation for the use and the wheeling of Missouri Basin hydroelectric power, 
over our present and proposed facilities. A reasonable and workable agreement 
with the Bureau, to deliver Missouri Basin hydroelectric power to the people 

f Minnesota is an important part of this proposed plan and commitment. 

Mr. Hume. We have been able to serve the customers adequately 
in our territory. As stated by Mr. Bremicker, we do not feel that we 
can build a line at our expense to deliver power at the rates announced 
by the Bureau to these preferred customers. 

Mr. Fenton. I do not want the rates. I just want to know if there 
is a shortage and whether you are prepared to supply power to your 
rea. 

Mr. Humme.. We are prepared, and there is no power shortage as 
far as our customers are concerned. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. May I interject, Mr. Fenton, because otherwise we 
leave your whole question up in the air without any answer. I realize 
your question is based upon the supply of power, but you say nothing 
whatsoever, Doctor, in all fairness, relative to the cost of the power 
in that gre: it area. We wat it, if we can secure it, the benefits for the 1 
million people i in western and central Minnesota from the power which 
can be brought in there from the tax-built structures on the Missouri 
River, both from the point of quantity and cheapness. We feel that 
we are in the natural orbit of consumption, as we are only 175 miles 
east of the Missouri River. 
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Also, we fee] that if there are any benefits to be gained from thy 
production of that huge quantity of power, we are entitled in all fair 
ness to be considered. After all, our area is the only area that ca 
consume that power. The States of North and South Dakota cannot 
do so as they do not have the population or industry for such co1 
sumption of power. One million people in central and western Min 
nesota do need that power. 

I personally hope that my district can reduce the cost of its power 
to the consumers by $1 million a year. That is my hope and I believe 
we are not unreasonable in asking that our extremely high energy 
rates be reduced. We have here the opportunity given us. 

Mr. Fenton. We throughout the whole country would like reducing 
ower rates. 

Mr. ANnpreRsEN. Excuse me, sir, but here we have a fact accon 
plished. We have built these dams. That power must go somewhere. 
Certainly we are entitled in our areas as American citizens in the 
highest-cost power area in America to be considered for that energy 
which shortly is coming from that great river. I do not think we are 
unreasonable in that. I am not arguing with these private-utility 
gentlemen as to whether or not they can serve their customers, but 
please keep in mind that the consumption in that area, if we get the 
price down low enough, will at least double over the next 10 years. | 
think we are reasonable in our request to the subeommittee—that we 
be given the right to participate in the savings as a result of those 
hundreds of millions of dollars’ investment by the taxpayers of the 
United States. 

Mr. Fenron. Do you realize in asking for these reduced rates that 
the people all over the country are paying the taxes, and do you fur 
ther realize that they are cutting their own throats and these reduced 
and cheaper rates are drawing industries from other parts of the 
country? Do you realize that? Do you realize that you are putting 
our part of the country in dire straits economically? Do you blam 
me for asking the question ? 

Mr. Anpersen. Nota bit. But all I can do is to call attention to the 
fact that those dams along the Missouri River and the Dakotas will 
produce enough energy to take care of the city of Chicago. That 
energy must be brought into western Minnesota for consumption. 

Mr. aa That is the fallacy of our whole structure in the 
Bureau of Reclamation, putting in these great hydroelectric plants 
and dams. I believe in irrigation and flood control, but here we are 
being told now how these hydropower dams are creating extra elec 
tricity that the people want, and I do not blame you for it. 

Mr. Anpersen. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Fenton. You are producing all this so-called cheap electricity 
and it is not cheap, by any means. 

Mr. AnpersEn. It will be quite a reduction in rates in our area, 
below what we pay today. There is no question about that. 

Mr. Fenron. The fallacy is that the building of these power plants 
is making a monstrosity out of the reclamation-service program. 

Mr. Anpersen. Dr. Fenton, here is the situation: We have the dams 
which will be producing the power next year and the years thereafter, 
and perhaps in 3 or 4 years they will be in full operation. Now, we 
cannot afford to let that power go to waste. It is a fact accomplished, 
as far as the construction of the dams is concerned. 
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Mr. Fenron. I do not know what your power rates are, compared 
to other power rates. 

Mr. ANDI RSEN, ] will be glad if you will permit a member of the 
REA here, any of the gentlemen, to give you our status as to the cost 

i power. All I am seeking is to help the people throughout western 

d central Minnesota, 1 million of them, secure cheaper power and 

mple power. At the same time, these private utilities are good 
enough to be willing to come in and help wheel that power. 

Mr. Fenton. From now on I am going to try to help everybody, but 
| am also going to try to prevent economic distress in other parts of 

e country due to this kind of program. 

Ir. ANpreRSEN. May I ask an additional favor, Mr. Chairman. 
Phere are 3 gentlemen here, | representing the American Farm Bureau 
lederation, | representing the National Farmers Union, and the other 
representing the National Grange. May they have the right at this 
oint to extend their remarks in the record¢ They are all in favor of 

Is particular project. 

Mr. JeENsEN. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. May I read their names into the record? They are 
Mr. A. T. Sanders of the National Grange: Mr. Angus McDonald, of 
the National Farmers Union: and Mr. Matt Triges, of the American 
Farnte Bureau Federation. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection they may extend their remarks. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


ny Marr TricGs, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, FOR THI 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, APRIL 1, 1953 


The American Farm Bureau Federation respectfully recommends favorable 
consideration for the appropriation of funds to begin the construction of trans 
mission lines by the Bureau of Reclamation to transmit power from Garrison and 
Fort Randall Dams to Minnesota power consuming areas. 

According to reports received from the Minnesota Farm Bureau, the rapid 
increase in the use of electricity on farms has resulted in a growing shortage of 
electric power in rural areas of Minnesota, The most likely source of additional 
power to meet these growing needs is from the Garrison-Fort Randall power- 
plants, , 

The American Farm Bureau believes that the transmission of power should 
be primarily a function of private enterprise and that the Government should 
undertake the transmission of power only in those instances where private 
enterprise (or local governments) are not able or willing to assume responsibility 
for this function. In the present case it appears to be true that no concern or 
other instrumentality is able or willing to undertake the responsibility for power 
transmission. 

It therefore appears to be a fact that unless provision is made for Federal con 
struction of a powerline to serve Minnesota power consuming areas, that sucl 
areas will not be served with power from the Garrison-Fort Randall plants, and 
that in fact it will be difficult to accomplish effective marketing of the power from 
this source, 

The American Farm Burau Federation believes that balancing the budget, at 
least on a cash-consolidated basis, is one of the paramount and overriding issues 
before the Congress. In accomplishing this objective the relative importance of 
each proposal for spending of Federal money must be carefully weighed. 

It is our belief that the provision of funds to initiate construction of the Minne 
sota transmission lines stands relatively high in the scale of essentiality. 


Mr. Buper. This very possibility has been covered in previous hear 
ings before this committee, but I note in the justifications that the 
Bureau says that the cost of the transmission system, not only this 
line, but all of the lines which they contemplate in the Missouri Basin, 
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is to be repaid fron: power revenues in compliance with the reclan 
tion law. 

Now, under the reclamation law when the facilities have been paid 
for they are eventually to be transferred, supposedly, at the end of 
the 50-year period, to the individuals who have re paid the Government 

What is the ultimate disposition of this transmission line, assuming 
that the cost is repaid to the Federal Government as planned? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Bupee. It seems to me that someone should have looked int 
what the ultimate disposition of this line is to be. If you are operat 
ing under the reclamation law which provides that the facilities shal] 
be turned over to the people who pay for them when the Federal] 
Government has been fully compensated at the end of the pay-out 
period, I would like to know just what happens to this line. Do the 
people get it who pay for it, or does that forever remain something 
to be operated by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Jensen. Maybe I can he Ip out a little on that question. 

When these dams have been in operation 40 years all of these ge: 
erating plants, substations and transmission lines will all have to be 
replaced, and so the businesslike way to do it would be to set a fund 
aside, a building fund, to replace all of these facilites, and so it would 
continue from now on until the good Lord knows when that these 
projects will be under the control of the Federal Government. 

Now, they talk about how reasonable these power rates can be fron 
these hydro dams. 

We just had the Southwestern Power Administrator, Mr. Douglas 
Wright, testify before this committee the other day that hydroelectri 
power was the highest-priced power that could be produced today 
because of the terrific expense of hydroelectric machinery. 

The Bureau of Reclamation told you folks out there, and told my 
folks, and told everybody that you were going to get power for 51, 
mills per kilowatt, and Mr. McPhail testified here the other ds ay that 
hydroelectric machinery had increased in cost since the close of thi 
war over 70 percent and the cost of a dam and all of the related 
facilities, the transmission facilities and all, had, as I remember, in- 
creased in the neighborhood of 60 percent. 

The Bureau of Reclamation went all over the country, in the Mis- 
souri Valley, and throughout the country and said we are going 
furnish power at 51%4 mills. All right, 60 percent of 51% “mills 
another 3 mills plus. 

Now, then, all power rates will be reappraised in 1954 by the Fed 
eral Power Commission. So I told my people whom I represent, do 
not expect to get 514-mill power; you are not going to get it because 
of the very fact that the ( ‘ongress of the U nited States is legally 
bound by law to see to it that such electric rates are charged on these 
projects to pay out these projects over the period of years. We have 
taken an oath to do that actually. It just does not say that in the 
oath, but it means just that; and so let us not expect 514-mill power. 

Mr. Norretx. After saying everything, there still remains two 
agencies in that area that can construct these lines without any action 
of this committee or the Congress. One group is the rural electrifi 
cation organizations, and the other group is these utilities. You 
cannot construct the lines and give the power away or sell it too 
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heaply, but there are two ways definitely to get power from the Mi 
ourt River without the action of this committee or the Congress. 

Mr. ANperseN. Would you yield, Mr. Norrell? 

Mr. Norrewi. Yes. 

Mr. Anpersen. Of course, from the REA’s you cannot furnish 
power to the municipalities which represent three-fifths of the 1 mil 
lion that I have reference to; and may I say that I do not accept the 
theory that there is sufficient power in western Minnesota. 

Mr. Jensen. I think you mean to say, Mr. Andersen, that the load 
growth in your area will be such that additional power-producing 
facilities and transmission facilities will be necessary to adequately 
take care of the people. 

Mr. Anpersen. Yes; they will be absolutely necessary, Mr. Chair 
man, 

Mr. Jensen. Is there anything else? Does anyone else want to say 
anything ¢ 

Mr. Anpersen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. JENSEN. All right, gentlemen. 

Mr. Anpersen. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jensen. I wish we could have heard from all of you. 


Tuurspay, Aprit 2, 1953. 
Missourr River Basin 


WITNESSES 


HON. JAMES E. MURRAY, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF MONTANA 

HON. MICHAEL J. MANSFIELD, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF MONTANA 

HON. WESLEY A. D’EWART, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 

HON. LEE METCALF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MONTANA 

E. W. RISING, STATE WATER CONSERVATION BOARD OF MONTANA 

HON. C. B. ELWELL, DISTRICT JUDGE, TWELFTH DISTRICT, STATE 
OF MONTANA 

OTTO CHRISTINSON, GLASGOW, MONT., PRESIDENT, NORTHEAST 
MONTANA WATER DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

MARTIN LIEN, FRAZER, MONT. 

AL APPELGREN, WOLF POINT, MONT. 

JOE FRERICH, POPLAR, MONT. 

B. W. KRONMILLER, HARDIN, MONT. 

M. E. SHOUP, HOLLY SUGAR CO. 

HERB BUCK, BILLINGS, MONT. 

MELVIN ENGLES 


Mr. JENsEN. The committee will come to order. 

We are pleased to have before the committee today Senator Michael 
J. Mansfield and Senator James E. Murray of the State of Montana, 
and our good friends and colleagues, Congressman Wesley A. D’Ewart 
and Congressman Lee Metcalf, of the State of Montana. 





620 


I know all of you are interested in reclamation in the great State 
of Montana and it is a pleasure to have you before the committee, to 
cether with the fine group of witnesses which you have with you. 

We will be glad to hear from Congressman D’Ewart at this time. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Chairman, I want to express the appreciation 
of this group of witnesses from Montana for the opportunity to ap 
pear before you this morning. 

As you know, the Department of Interior is probably more im 
portant to our State in the development of our resources than any 
other department of Government. 

We have a long list of witnesses that have traveled 2.500 miles to 

appear before you. Iam, therefore, going to make my statement very 
brief. 

Gentlemen, [ am very much interested in all of the activities of the 
Department of the Interior, both as a representative of the State of 
Montana and as a member of the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

We now have a secretary who has had firsthand experience in re 
source problems. I am hopeful that we will go forward in an orderly 
nanner with the development and conservation of our natural re 
sources. Perhaps the Congress will be able to spend more time in 
friendly cooperation with the Department, working toward mutually 
desired goals, and less time policing the Department and its agencies 
with regard to activities contrary to good public policy. I make the 
following recommendations for appropriations for the Department 
of the Interior in the confidence that its new administrators will use 


the funds made available to the best possible advantage, bel ng guided 
by principles of thrift and public interest. 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


Appropriations for the national parks and monuments in recent 
years have not been sufficient to maintain even those roads and facili 
ties provided to care for the prewar rate of travel in these areas, nor 
to provide proper protection of the priceless scenic and historical fea 
tures that we have set aside for the enjoyment and enlightenment of 
our people in this and generations to come. 

Vandalism in the parks is one of the most distressing problems we 
have. Natural wonders have been destroyed, and can never be re 
placed, because there is not sufficient personnel to patrol the parks and 
protect them. The national parks have fewer personnel at this time 
than they had when the rate of visitors was about one-half the 
present. 

The men and women of the National Park Service, I should add, 
have been working overtime to do the best. job they can both in pro- 
tecting the public property and in assisting the public to enjoy the 
parks and other areas. I have the highest regard for the people of the 
Park Service. I think they merit greater support from the Congress 
than we have been giving them in recent years. 

For the current fiscal year Congress provided virtually all of the 
money recommended by the Budget Bureau for the } National Park 
Service, and even added $2 million to the construction request. The 
Budget Bureau, however, had made deep cuts in the Park Service re- 
quests before they ever reac hed the Congress. Even though we made 
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ivailable all that was asked of us, the appropriation still fell short of 
what is actually needed if we are to maintain what we have, rehabill 
tate or replace buildings and utilities that are worn out, and provide 
the facilities that are required to handle crowds of 41,500,000 people 
n these national recreation areas. 

Doubtlessly the same situation will exist this year. I therefore wish 
to urge the committee to prov ide adequate funds for current operations 
ul nd to start on a long-range program of building better roads, utilities, 

| public conveniences. 

‘The ‘re are operations in the Park Service where cuts can be made, 
but these savings should be made available first for better protection 
iwainst vandalism and secondly for better convenience for the public. 


BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


The legislative committee as you know is undertaking a study and 
vision of the public-land laws administered b ry the Bureau of Land 
lal ment, the Bureau of Mines, and others in this field. It is hoped 
that Improvements in administration as a result of such revisions will 
esult in savings to the Federal Government and better service to the 
eople. Meanwhile, however, the Bureau is badly in need of addi- 
tional personnel in certain regional offices, including Billings, Mont 
handle routine leasing, sale, and similar administrative matters. 
| believe that Director Clawson has made considerable progress in im- 
proving the work of this Bureau during his tenure in office. The decen 
tralization program has been very helpful. I question whether suf 
ficient. personnel have been assigned to the handling of routine admin 
trative business in connection with the use of the natural resources on 
the public domain. The growth in the workload can be shown by the 
fact that the Billings office in fiscal 1952 received a monthly average of 
1.9SS cases as compared with 1.034 for the preceding 6-month period. 
Che rate of completing cases jumped from an average of 1,151 for the 
last 6 months of the 1951 year to 1,541 for fiseal year 1952 

Even so, there is still a considerable backlog of alr on leases, pub 

: sales, etc., and the backlog in the Billings regional office, where the 
activity of the Montana oil basin is centered, has actually increased in 
the past year. 

Delay in handling requests for leases or sale of minerals, timber, and 
land is costly not only in terms of development that is delayed, but also 
in cash receipts to the Treasury of the United States. For the last 
fiscal year the Billings regional office of the Bureau of Land Manage 
ment had net collections of $23,181,920.34, against disbursements of 
$2,115,028.91 and administrative expenses of $815,720.43. This is 
profitable business for the United States. If the addition of a few 
clerks would increase this business and give good service to the public, 
the committee would be well-advised to make such allowance in the 
appropriation, 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


As you know, we are still trying to establish policies which will 
reduce the responsibility of the United States with respect to our In- 
dian population. Some little progress is being made. We hope that 
under the new administration much greater progress will be made in 
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the immediate future. Meanwhile, however, we must continue to d 
charge our responsibilities for the management of Indian property an 
the education, health, and welfare services. 

The placement program we initiated a few years ago, in an effort t: 
find off-reservation employment for Indians, has been successful 
many reservations. I seriously doubt, however, that there is justifics 
tion for the $4,250,000 requested for enlarging this program and 
cluding an adult vocational education program. A placement office: 
on a reservation, to coordinate activites with the already existing State 
and Federal agencies and with the recruiting agencies of private indus 
try, isa justifiable expense. Slightly over half a million was sufficient 
for that purpose this year. I question enlargement of the program to 
the extent proposed in the Truman budget. I question also the larg 
increases requested for soil and moisture conservation and agricul 
tural assistance on Indian reservations. Montana Indians frequent] 
complain to me about the ineffectiveness of the Bureau's operations i1 
this field. It appears to be work that could be handled as well by thy 
existing State agencies and the Department of Agriculture. 

More money is needed to put Indian roads into condition to be 
turned over to counties. Other new construction, however, should 
be undertaken only where it is clear that there is no early possibility 
of releasing functions to the States. I see no reason for an increase 
in the appropriation for administrative functions. I am confident 
the new Secretary and the man he will choose for Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs will find it not very difficult to eliminate a great deal 
of unnecessary red tape that now consumes hundreds man-hours of 
work. 

For example, a simple request for a patent to an Indian allotment 
now requires handling by an Agency office, the area office, and the 
Indian Land Branch before it reaches the Bureau of Land Manage 
ment. It must then return through the same channels from the Bu- 
reau of Land Management, to be handed to the Indian by the Agency 
office. I see no reason why it could not go direct from the area " office 
to the Bureau of Land Management, with a notice to the Land Branch, 
and directly from the patent section of the Bureau of Land Manage 
ment to the Indian, with copies of the transmittal letter to the others 
concerned. Recently I prevailed upon Mr. Clawson to unplug a jam 
of over 100 Montana Indian patents that has accumulated in the 
Bureau of Land Management. He did so, but simply created another 
jam in the Bureau of Indian Affairs, which found it impossible to 
transmit the patents for periods of up tol month. This is just plain 
unnecessary delay. I know that some people in the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs are overworked today, but they would have time on their hands 
if the procedures were administratively sound and streamlined. 1 
see no need for additional personnel, but rather the elimination of 
unnecessary functions, the turning over to the States of many services 
they can handle better, and the e arly end of wardship for many In 
dians and certain tribes. The Subcommittee on Indian Affairs is 
making a strong effort to end Indian wardship where it can be done 
without injury to these people. Progress is being made through sup- 
port of schools, hospitals, and better livi ing ¢ onditions. 
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Turning now to the Bureau of Reclamation, I wish to ask this com 
mittee to instruct the Bureau to correct a problem that it has created 
by negligence and compounded by bureaucratic stubbornness. This 
s the matter of the 115-kilovolt transmission line the Bureau con- 
structed across the end of the runway at Richland County airport, 
Sidney, Mont. 

In 1949 the Richland County Commissioners with the aid of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration agreed upon plans for a new air- 
port at Sidney with a 3,000-foot runway, later to be extended to 4,800 
feet. The CAA approved this project for Federal aid on March 31, 
1950. The following month the Bureau of Reclamation began sur- 
veys for the G lendive-Williston 115-kilovolt transmission line which 
passes near the town of Sidney. The Bureau made no inquiry con- 
cerning the proposal for the new airport. When local chamber of 
commerce officials learned of the surveys, they advised the Bureau that 
an airport was planned The Bureau then relocated its proposed 
transmission line, taking into account a 3,000-foot runway. The Bu- 
reau did not consult the airport commission or the CAA. If they 
had done so they would have learned that the 3,000-foot runway was 
only a temporary project and plans were already approved to make 
it 4,800 feet within a year and eventually 6,000 feet long. The local 
officials were under the impression, from the Bureau’s engineer, that 
the location of the line would be changed by several miles. It was 
not until May 1952 when the contractor laid the poles on the site, that 
the loeal people knew the Bureau has relocated the line only a few 
feet. They immediately asked the Bureau to halt the project as did 
the CAA. The Bureau went ahead with the work and sometime iater 
reported that the line construction accomplished up to that time could 
be stopped and the line moved for $7,100. 

The Bureau did not stop work while this offer was considered. The 
work progressed with the cost of relocation mounting daily. Finally, 
in September last year the Bureau agreed to relocate the line at its 
own expense. In October this decision was reversed. 

At this time I was called into the matter and personally asked Re- 
gional Director Vernon and Commissioner Straus to stop the con- 
tractor and to relocate the line. This they absolutely refused to do, 
even though the wire had not been strung and it was obvious to every- 
one that either the Bureau or the CAA or the local people would 
eventually have to undo all of this work and move the line. The 
line was completed. It will now cost $35,000 to move it to a safe 
location. 

The CAA regulations require that anyone doing construction of 
this nature in the vicinity of an airport give notice to CAA. The 
Bureau did not comply with this requirement. Instead of cooperat- 
ing with CAA to save money, it deliberately spent money with the 
knowledge that CAA or someone else would have to spend additional 
money to undo the damage. Power lines must be far enough from 
the end of a runway to allow an airplane a 40/1 glide slope. 

This is simply a case of bureaucratic dictatorship. I urge this 
committee in the appropriation bill or in the report to direct the Bureau 
of Reclamation to relocate this line, using whatever funds are avail- 
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able—preferably the funds that would otherwise be used to pay the 
salaries of the staff members who created the situation. 

I have a complete file on this case which I will be glad to make 
available to the committee at any time. 


LOWER MARTIAS DAM 


Next, I wish to discuss briefly the Lower Marias project in north 
central Montan This project, as you know, is now under construc 
tion. As a matter of fact, the open winter in Montana has enabled 
the contractor to proceed more rapidly than ineatiel with the result 
I am informed, that work may be shut down for a period of 2 months 
unless an additional appropriation is made for the current fiscal year. 
[ understand that this can be done merely by authorization from this 
committee for the Bureau to transfer the required funds—estimated 
at $1,500,000—from other accounts. 

I understand members of the committee have been told about the 
apparent mismanagement of the power supply for this project, and 
the expenditure of a large sum of money to build a Bureau transmission 
line when power was cheaply available from the Montana Power Co. 
I also note a newspaper article stating that funds are being spent to 
build a lookout on a promontory overlooking the dam sight and to 
construct a highway to the lookout. This also seems a needless waste 
of money. I would like to suggest that the committee secure a state 
ment from the Bureau as to the exact amount of money that will be 
needed to continue work this fiscal year, without frills, and then con- 
sider authorization. With regard to the next fiscal year, I urge that 
the $7,461, 000 contained in the January 1953 budget ‘be : appropriated. 
‘There is every indication that the cye le of plentiful moisture we have 
enjoyed for several years has come to an end, and the irrigated acre 
age this project can provide will be needed to sustain our economy as 
swiftly as the land can be subjugated. 


MISSOURI-DIVERSION UNIT 


We have with us today five farmers and businessmen of north 

‘astern Montana who wish to testify in support of continued appro- 
eer ons for construction of the Missouri Diversion unit which will 
provide irrigation for about 100,000 acres in their territory. We have 
also two representatives of farmers who wish to have their lands ex- 
cluded from this project. All seven of these men are my good friends, 
and I regret that activities of the Bureau of Reclamation have created 
this difference of opinion between them. The difficulty, as I see it, 
stems primarily from the fact that the Bureau did not take the local 
people into their confidence in planning for this project. 

I believe the project should go ahe: id. The lands owned by those 
in the Broe beak Bench area can be excluded from the project. The 
dam elevation can be held to a level that will-cause a minimum inun- 
dation of valley farmlands. The Bureau should be able to construct 
and operate a feasible irrigation project. Most of the land to be irri- 
gated lies along the banks of the Missouri River, where it can be 
reached: with gravity canals with a minimum of difficulty. The irr] 
gation is needed to provide winter feed for a large adjoining live 
stock rang 
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YELLOWTAILL 


Lastly, I wish to ask that not to exceed $1,500,000 be made avail- 
ible for a fair and equitable and complete settlement of the rights 
of the Crow Indian Tribe in connection with Yellowtail Dam, Hardin 
project, Montana. I recommend that the Secretary of the Interior 
he authorized to pay the Crow Tribe or members thereof $1,500,000 
or such part thereof as will fairly and equitably satisfy all claims that 
nav be incurred because of the construction of the Yellowtail project. 

Yellowtail Dam was authorized to be constructed on the Big Horn 
River as a part of the Missouri River Basin development by the Flood 
Control Act of 1944. It isa key feature of the overall plan for devel- 
opment of the natural resources of the Missouri River Basin. The 
reservoir is essential for regulation and storage of the floods for down- 
-tream irrigation use. Power to be generated at Yellowtail is needed 
for private and Federal irrigation pumping projects in Montana. 

For nearly 10 years we in Montana have been looking forward to 
the day when construction of Yellowtail could be started. During 
most of that time negotiations have been in progress between the 
Department of the Interior and the Crow Tribe over the compensa 
tion to be paid to the tribe for the site. Several vears ago qualified 
appraisers approved by the Indian Bureau and the Reclamation 
Bureau concluded that $1,500,000 was a fair price. The Department 
of the Interior offered this sum to the tribe, contingent upon an appro 
priation being made. Although the tribe, bv a resolution dated Feb- 
ruary 23, 1951, turned down the offer, it is important for the money 
to be made available to the Department so that progress can be made 
in a final settlement of the Indians’ rights. For example, the money 
would be needed for deposit with the court if a judicial settlement 
were to be sought. 

No part of such funds could be used for construction because that 
is expressly prohibited by law until consent is given by the Crow 
Tribe. bv Congress, and the irrigation districts concerned. 

It seems to me that the irrigation developments which are possible 
on the Crow Reservation near Yellowtail Dam would be very valuable 
tothe Indians. But the dam will benefit a far greater area than this. 
If the Crow Tribe does not wish to take the benefits that are open to 
it, it ought not to be forced to do so. This is its prerogative under 
the laws of the land. TI refer particularly to the acts of June 4, 1920, 
as amended, and June 28, 1946. 

In order that the irrigation developments dependent. on this project 
will not be held up any longer, I ask that this committee authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to use up to $1.500.000 of available funds 
for settlement of the Indian rights and that it direct him to pursue 
the settlement with diligence. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We are interested in not only reclamation. but the 
National Park Service as well, and I would like to emphasize 1 or 2 
things in each of these bureaus that I think need your particular 
attention. 1 

In the National Park Service T think vandalism. above all else. is 
one of our most distressing problems. We do need more policing force 
in the national parks during the summer. T think, perhans, that is 
as important as any single feature in the National Park Service appro 
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priation, and | _ you will find a way, either by transfer of fund 
from some other branch of the Park Service, or in some other w: L\ 
to increase our police force in the national parks while these forty-odd 
million people visit the parks during the summer. I think it 1s ver 
Important. 

The Bureau of Land Management has a district office at Billing 
that is overwhelmed with work because of new oilfield de -velopmen: t 
The workload there is tremendous, and has increased year by year. 
The growth of the workload can be shown by the fact that the Billing 
Office in fiscal 1952 received a monthly average of 1,988 cases. That is 
a monthly average, as compared with 1,034 for the preceding 6-mont! 
period. The rate of completing cases jumped from 1,131 for the last 
6 months in 1951 to 1,541 for the fiscal year 1952. In spite of processing 
these increased number of cases, they have fallen behind with th: 
workload, and they are going to have to have some help in that office. 
I call that, particularly, to your attention. 

Mr. Jensen. That is the office of the Bureau of Land Management ’ 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes, sir, the Billings office. This has primarily com: 
about because of the tremendous oil development in eastern Montana. 

Mr. JeNsEN. I am sure every member of the committee recognize: 
that fact. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I want to particularly mention the Bureau of India 
Affairs. Our committee on Indian Affairs is doing all it can and is 
being asked to press forward with our efforts to get the Federal 
Government out of some of the branches of work that is now carried 
on, out of some of the tribes and out of certain States. However, it is 
necessary that their educational, health, and welfare program be 
carried on. A year or two ago we instituted a placement program, and 
I think it has been effective, — ially with a great many Indian tribes. 
I do not think that should be extended to where the Indian Bureau 
follows it all over the country, but I do think we need a few placement 
personnel on the Indian reservations, and then let the United States 
Kmployment Service and other branches of the Government pick up 
the work and go forward from there. It is a good work and it does 
help to relieve the load on the reservation, and is effective in placing 
families off reservations. 

Coming to the Bureau of Reclamation, there are 2 or 3 things that 
I want to speak about, especially in Richland County. 

At Sidney, a year ago, the Bureau of Reclamation built a trans 
mission line and that line is so located that it interferes with the 
airport at Sidney. The city fathers protested the location of that 
transmission line before it was built. 

Mr. Jensen. What town is that? 


PRANSMISSION-LINE LOCATIONS 


Mr. D’Ewarr. The Sidney Airport, Sidney, Mont. The Bureau of 
Reclamation went ahead with their plans in locating this transmission 
line, and then the city fathers appealed to me, and I went to the 
Billings regional office and the man in charge there said it was not 
within his power to relocate it. I went to Mr. Strauss and he refused 
to order relocation of this line, although the wire was not yet on the 
poles. The result is that the line has “been located where it must be 
moved. The city has $75,000 in this airport at this time and this 
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transmission line is so close it is not possible to use the airport with 
safety and the line has to be moved. An allocation of funds will be 
required for that purpose. 

Mr. Jensen. Of how much? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. $35,000, so the Bureau of Reclamation Says. 

Mr. JENSEN. Isthere an item in this budget. for that ? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. In my statement I cover the situation. 

Mr. JENSEN. But there is no item in the budget for that ? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. No, sir; there is no item in there on it. 

There is another transmission line which I think I should call 
vour attention and that is at Havre, Mont. It is the Fort Peck-Great 
Falls Bureau of Reclamation transmission line. It was located years 
igo in an area that was not congested, but the city has now grown until 
t has moved out to where this line will interfere with the location 
of aschool. In fact, the line will cross the playground of the school. 
If it is possible, that line should be moved, either this year, or next, 
or at an early date. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the estimated cost of that? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. I do not have the estimated cost of that. 

Mr. Jensen. How many feet or miles of line are involved? C: 
you tell me? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Judge Elwell is here and perhaps he can assist us 
with that. 

Judge Eiweiy. T would judge not over a quarter of a mile. 

Mr. Jensen. Would that cost over $10,000, Judge Elwell? 

Judge Eiweiu. T do not know anything about the cost. T just know 
where it is located. 


Mr. D’Ewart. I will extend my remarks in the record and put that 
figure in for you. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, vou find out and tell the Bureau to notify 
the committee. 


(Mr. D’Ewart later reported that 6 miles of line would have to be moved and 
that the Bureau of Reclamation estimates the total cost at $90,000.) 

Mr. D’Ewart. That is no one’s fault. The line was located at a 
safe distance years ago, but the city has grown out to that area now. 

Mr. Jensen. We may not put a specific item for that purpose in the 
bill, but, no doubt, we will write language in the report which would 
state that this line—its location—shall be changed for the safety of 
the children and that such funds for that purpose shall come out of 
funds herein appropriated. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Thank you very much. 

The lower Marias project is in my district and the construction pro- 
gram is going along exceptionally well. In fact, so well that it ap- 
pears now that they will run out of funds before June 30. That is 
partly due to the open winter and it is partly due to the fact that the 
project has come along very well. I hope that, perhaps, funds can be 
transferred so that these projects can go ahead from now until June 
30, rather than laying off these engineers, and that funds can be pro- 
vided for the orderly construction of this project in the next fiscal 
year. 

Mr. Jensen. May I say in that connection that because of the 
open winter, most every project of the West has gone forward faster 
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than was ant icipated. You have the same condition existing on almost 
every project. 

I have always been opposed to transferring funds from one project 
to another, because. after all. when we appropriate money for a speci 
fic project, that is their mone y, and to transfer funds from that proje: 
to another project always creates dissatisfaction and it messes thing: 
up, so to speak. The Congress has always been very fair in saying 
to the contractor, “You go ‘ahe: ad and borrow money at the bank and 
keep your work going, and if you do a good job, you need more money 
toe xpe dite your work which you have been doing, then you are taking 
no chances at all; the Congress will back you up. 

Now, we have not said that in any law, but it is an unwritten rul 
that we have. Generally speaking, the contractor can show his — 
that he has a bona fide contract to finish this work, which runs over 
period of several years, and if the contractor is reputable, I do not 
know of any case in the past 11 years since I have been a member of 
this committee where the banker has not taken care of the contracto: 
for a reasonable amount of money to continue the work, and that 
what I recommend in this case. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, there are some contractors who have 
not been paid. They have paid the bank the bank loan, but they have 
never received the money from the Bureau, and I happen to know 
of one such instance. 

I am wondering if we could not get the Bureau of Reclamation, in 
view of the fact that this year we do have an unusual situation with 
regard to a number of projects, as the chairman has stated, and I am 
wondering if we could not get the Bureau to reexamine those requests, 
looking toward the elimination of some items where they are not sure 
that the work can be done in fiscal 1954, so that the funds could be 
transferred to the projects that are away ahead of schedule. Other 
wise, I think the Government is going to lose money on some of these 
projects. 

Mr. Jensen: Well, the Bureau always has some unobligated funds 
which they can use. At this time they have $19 million, and, generally, 
they have more unobligated funds at the end of the fiscal year than 
they anticipate at this time of the year. For instance, last year, they 
had, on July 1, almost $50 million in unobligated funds. So, they can 
assist to some degree, at. least, i1 1 helping ‘these projects along, and 
seeing to it that they do have some additional funds out of the unex 
pended balance. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes, sir. My reports are that we have an able 
and a good contractor on this job and that he is doing an excellent 
job. 

[ am now ready to turn for a minute to the Missouri diversion 
unit, which is a small project below Fort Peck. That project has 
been started this year and they are asking you for additional funds. 
Most of the people who are here today want to appear in connection 
with that project. I believe we have 8 who are proponents and 
1 who is an opponent. I hope you will be able to hear these men. 
It is a “low lift” project for irrigating rich lands along the bends 
of the Missouri below Fort Peck. If we cannot irrigate those kinds 
of lands, I am afraid the Bureau ought to go out of business; that is, 
irrigate them in a reasonable and a feasible way. 
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I would Say that the public relations on this project have not 
been well handled and it is unfortunate. We do have some diffe 
ences of opinion in the area at the present time, and | hope you 
vill hear both sides this morning 

Last, I come to the Yellowtail project and IT want to dwell on that 

minute. 

There is a provision in the law that Says no construction can be 
indertaken on the Crow Reservation until three things are done: 
First, the approval of the tribe: second, the approval of the irriga 
hion district concerned : and, third, the approval of the Congress 

In regard to this project, which is an Wnportant one in the M 
sourl Basin, I anticipate no trouble at all with the irrigation districts 
or with the Congress, but we do have to satisfy the Indians 

The Bureau of Reclamation and the Bureau of Indian Affairs have 
had the damages to the Crow Indians appraised at $1,500,000, 

It is our thought that if we are to reach a settlement with these 
tribes for the damages because of the construction of the Yellowtail 
project, we must have the authorization for the Bureau to negotiate 
this settlement and to make funds available, if it becomes a court set 
tlement, otherwise, the court will not act. We would like to have an 
authorization for this negotiation to go ahead expeditiously in order 
that these people may try to reach a fair and equitable agreement 
with these Indians with regard to the use of the Yellowtail property. 
It cannot go ahead until we make this settlement. 

In the past, we have followed the unfortunate practice of build 
ing the dam first, as in the Garrison and Fort Randal] projects, and 
then paying through the nose afterward: we had to pay for damages 
that had been incurred in the past. You know what happened at Fort 
Garrison where the damages were very large. The right way and the 
correct way and fair way is to settle these damages ahead of time. 
However, we cannot settle them, unless you authorize us to use certain’ 
funds for that purpose, and I make that plea.. There are two wit 
nesses here today who are going into this project further. 

Mr. Jensen. There is an item in the budget this year for planning 
in the.amount of $35,000 for the Yellowtail project. Is it necessary 
to have additional money in this bill for fiseal 1954 for further plan 
ning of the Yellowtail project, until these differences have been 
resolved that you speak of ? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. The law very definitely states that no construction 
on the Crow project can be undertaken until those three requisites 
have been met which I mentioned earlier. 

Mr. JENSEN. Of course, this is not construction: this is planning 
money. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The planning has been going on for vears. I would 
say we had all the planning we need, and what we need is funds 
with which to make this settlement with the Indians at the present 
time. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I appreciate very much this opportunity to appear 
here. 

My colleague, Senator Mansfield, is here and he has another matter 
at 11 o’clock and I would like to ask that he appear next, and following 
him, Mr. Rising would like to present the witnesses that will appear 
on these.matters which I have mentioned and go into more detail. 
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Mr. Jensen. Very well. 

Senator Mansfield, we will be pleased to hear from you. This 
the first time that you have appeared before this committee as 
Senator. I want to congratulate you. We always enjoyed your com 
pany when you were in the House. We are always pleased to ha 
you come before the committee to express your ideas on all the matters 
pertaining to your great State, and we are happy to have you her 
again this morning. We are glad that you still remember there is a 
House of Representatives that originates all appropriation bills. | 
imagine that is one reason you are over here. 

Senator Mansrievp. Mr. Chairman, some of us were lucky last fall 
it is not because appropriations originate in the House that I like to 
come over to the House, but because of the many good friendships I 
have made over the past 10 years. 

Mr. Jensen. It is one of the considerations; you will admit that? 

Senator Mansrievp. Oh, yes; it is a consideration. 

Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, I would like to 
support, completely, everything that my colleague, Congressman 
D’ Ewart said and what my colleagues, Congressman Lee Me tcalf, who 
is here this morning, and Senator Murray, Tikew ise, will say in behalf 
of these projects. 

The committee will recall that on these projects affecting Montana, 
regardless of our politics, the Montana delegation has been as one 
down through the years, because these projects are not only good fo: 
the State, but being good for the State, they are good for the Nation. 
And, furthermore—and this is very important to you, Mr. Chairman- 
they are all fully reimbursable. We are not asking for something for 
nothing. 

There is one exception to that this morning, and that is the status of 
the Bull Hook project at Havre, which does not come before this com- 
mittee, but funds for which have been frozen. I hope sincerely, be- 
cause of the great danger which confronts Havre almost every year, 
that those funds will be unfrozen and that the Bull Hook project 
will go ahead. 

Insofar as the Sidney project is concerned, I want to go on record 
as being in full accord with Congressman D’Ewart in what he had 
to say, and to bring to the attention of the committee that there is a 
very good possibility that the Frontier Airline will extend its feeder 
service from Billings by way of Miles City, Sidney, Glasgow and 
over to Great Falls, which will mean an addition to the field at Sidney, 
which is in a very dangerous condition because of these lines which 
were constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Insofar as Yellowtail is concerned, I am happy to know that this 
year we have additional support from Wyoming and Colorado, and 
I hope, sincerely, that in addition to the recommendation made by 
Mr. D’Ewart, that this committee will remove Yellowtail from 
“class B” to “class A,” so that when these difficulties are ironed out, 
construction can go ahead on that project. 

I am appearing here this morning in behalf of a number of projects 
which have been approved by the Director of the Budget and the 
Bureau of Reclamation and forwarded on to this committee. 

I would like to see the remaining funds, in the sum of approximately 
$690,000 appropriated for Hungry Horse, which will complete that 
project. 
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I would like to see the funds requested for the Marias project al 
lowed, because that project means a great deal to the part of Montana 
in which it is located, and will bring something like 127,000 acres 
of land under cultivation. 

I am delighted that Judge Elwell of Havre is here, because he has 
been the “father” of this project for a good many years and has 
devoted much of his time and energy to this particular matter. 

Insofar as the Missouri-Souris is concerned, I have received a great 
deal of correspondence from people in that area, — I would say that 
the correspondence runs approximately 6 to 1 in favor of the plan 
offered this year by the Bureau of Reclam: ies I know that there 
is some opposition and that you will hear both the pros and cons 
on this project in your hearings this morning. 

I would like to go on record as being in favor of the Missouri-Souris 
project, because I think it will mean a great deal in the way of irri 
gation, and something in the way of power to that particular part of 
our State. 

I would like, also, to ask this committee, in addition to allowing 
ill the funds requested for all the projects in the State of Montana, 
to allow the appropriation requested this year for Canyon Ferry, 
which will be completed in this coming fiscal year, and, which, on 
completion, will furnish something like 50,000 kilowatts of power 
for use in the State of Montana. 

There are many other projects in the State which I could call to 
your attention, but, J think, in view of the large number of witnesses, 
I should not do so at this time. 

However, I would like to call to the attention of the committee a 


number of questions which have been raised with me by Senator 
Robert S. Cotton, of Glasgow, Mont., wherein under date of January 
20, this year, he asks the following questions: This refers to the Mis- 
souri-Souris project : 


1. Will the Government assume that portion of the bonded indebtedness of 
the school district that rightfully is a liability of the land condemned? 

2. How many acres of land will be flooded all the time? 

3. How many acres will be bought for protection purposes and flooded occa 
sionally? 

4. Will this land be leased back to the former landowner? 

5. Will the landowners be paid enough for their holdings so that they can re 
place them at the present prices of land and buildings? 

I would like, if I may, Mr. Chairman, to insert with my remarks a 
letter which I have received from the Honorable Fred G. Aandahl, a 
former colleague of ours, who at the time was Acting Commissioner of 
Reclamation, Telative to these questions raised by State Senator Robert 
S. Cotton of Montana. 

Mr. JENSEN. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C. 


Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR MANSFIELD: Please refer to your letter of February 3, 
1953, with which you enclosed a letter from the Hon. Robert 8S. Cotton of Glas- 
gow, Mont., requesting answers to certain specific questions. Reference is also 
made to our letter to you dated January 23 in which we outlined our proposed 
course of action relative to the construction of the Missouri Diversion unit. 
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The information supplied below in response to Mr. Cotton’s inquiry represents 
our thinking at the present, but of course is subject to change depending upon 
the final plans adopted for continuing the construction of the unit. Questions 
and the coresponding replies are as follows: 

1. Will the Government assume that portion of the bonded indebtedness of 
the school district that rightfully is a liability of the land condemned? 

Phe construction, operation and maintenance of the project will require that 
the necessary land be acquired in two ways; namely, fee simple title on al 
lands which are required for permanent use by the Government for the con 
struction, operation or protection of project facilties; and two, easements su 
as a flowage easement in a reservoir area covering lands which may be flooded 
only occasionally and thereby be of continued limited use to the owner, In 
the case of the purchase of land with a fee simple title, the United States could 
not Without specific legislative authorization assume the bonded indebtedness 
against such lands. In the case of an easement, title remains in the owner and 
the lands are thus still subject to the bonded indebtedness. However, in such 
cases, there may be some basis for at least a partial adjustment of this indebted 
ness expense to the landowner in appraising the value of the easement granted 
by the landowner 
2. How many acres of land will be flooded all the time? 


Two plans are under consideration by the Bureau for the construction 
the diversion dam, The area to be permanently flooded and therefore to 
acquired in fee simple title under each plan is as follows: 

Plan 1—16,262 acres 
Plan 2 

3. How many acres will be bought for protection purposes and flooded occa 
sionally? 

Areas to be flooded only occasionally and for which flowage easements are re 


8,632 acres 


quired are: 
Plan 1—4, 197 acres 
Plan 2—3,450 acres 

$. Will this land be leased back to the former landowners? 

Under normal circumstances the owner of the land may make use of an are 
covered by a flowage easement to the extent that such use does not affect o1 
conflict with the use of the area for flowage purposes. 

5. Will the landowners be paid enough for their holdings so that they can 
replace them at the present prices of land and buildings? 

It is the policy of the Bureau of Reclamation to purchase all lands and im 
provements on an appreved appraisal representing the bona fide value of the 
property at the time of appraisal. Under comparable circumstances, such 
values should be sufficient to purchase like land and improvements elsewhere. 

If we can be of additional assistance in replying to other questions regarding 
this unit please so advise. Mr. Cotton’s letter is being returned, a copy having 
been made for our files 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary for Water and Power Development. 


1 would like, also, Mr. Chairman, instead of taking up all your time 
in giving my views on these projects, to incorporate with my remarks 
today statements concerning the Bonneville program for Montana 
and also the Bureau of Reclamation projects throughout the State, as 
well. 

Mr. Jensen. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HON, MIKE MANSFIELD, UNITED STATES SENATE 
BONNEVILLE PROGRAM 


A number of the nembers of this Committee who have seen long service and 
who, thereby, are thoroughly familiar with the national power policies, realize 
fully the value of the Bonneville Power Administration as an agency. 

This statement is in reference to Bonneyille’s budget as proposed by Seeretary 
McKay for the fiscal year 1954 
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It takes note of the fact that the budget submitted by President Truman for 
his agency was on the order of $10 million below that approved for 19538. It 
has been announced also that Secretary McKay and the Oflice of the President 
have proposed additional, substantial reductions. 

While the committee now has before it Bonneville’s request for about $50 
million of new money for fiscal year 1954, the Bonneville agency's expectable 
revenues from the sale of power during that 12 month, based on average water 
onditions which usually prevail in the Pacific Northwest, will total $45,200,000 

Thus, this agency, with its tremendous power program so vital to defense and 
to the prosperity of a 200,000 square-mile region, will have a net effect on the 
freasury, appropriationwise, of only slightly more than $11 million. And all 
of these costs from the Treasury, plus those appropriated in the past, will be 
repaid from future power revenues on a businesslike basis. 

The State of Montana alone actually benefits from a very small proportion of 
the Bonneville program: and when it is considered what the economic health of 
the Montana population means in terms of its contribution to the national econ 
ny, it becomes clear that these benefits are out of proportion to the very minor 
effect they have on the United States Treasury’s financial resources, 

The State of Montana is a large State, very mountainous, with a sparse pop 

ition. The economic opportunities in Montana, in the past, have been relatively 
small kor many years, Montana lost population For many years, its tax 
base has been so narrow it has had difficulty in finding funds to maintain the min- 

num public services for the commonwealth, in terms of schools, highways and 
similar activities 

Now, however, through the development and sale of power from the Hungry 
Horse Dam in western Montana, the Interior Department's Columbia River 
power program has done much to begin a broadening of the tax base and to 
provide opportunities for employment which should enable Montanans to edu- 
ate their young people, with a good chance of seeing them stay at home to 

ork and prosper in their native State. 

It may be pertinent to recite briefly a few concrete examples of what the wise 
decisions of this committee in the past have meant to Montana. The availability 
of low-cost hydropower from Hungry Horse Dam has permitted the establish- 
ment of a new light-metals industry at Columbia Falls in western Montana. 

It has also permitted the development of an electric furnace, phosphorous 
yperation at Silver Bow, Mont. 

These two new factories are in the process of investing what will amount to 
early $50 million in plant and equipment in Montana. 

When they are in full production, they will manufacture products worth 
innually about $65 million. 

Between them, these two plants alone will provide directly around 1,000 new 
jobs. The indirect benefits will be much greater. 

While it is impossible accurately to estimate the tax contributions made to 
the Commonwealth of Montana and to the Federal Government as a result of 
this power program, we know, on the basis of what has happened elsewhere, 
that, as time goes on, these will be enormous. 

In any consideration of this, it is worth while to point out that the products 
from these two plants have been in short supply nationally. Phosphorous prod- 
icts have been very short in supply. The need for elemental phosphorous for 
defense purposes has been a matter of grave national concern. 

For several years, aluminum supplies, from time to time, have been rationed 
Not only has this metal been of first importance for defense, but the civilian 
demand for this material seems to know no limit. 

The Federal Government has been forced to the encouragement of new alumi- 
num capacity in the form of special financial assistance to enterprisers. 

These matters are of importance far beyond the borders of Montana. 

There has been some concern on the part of some of the committee members 
that the Interior Department’s power program, inclnding that of Bonneville, has 
resulted in a western raid upon eastern States of the industries which other- 
wise might have located in the East. This is not the case so far as the electro 
industries are concerned. The character of power supplies required for light 
metals is such that the expansion and production of this commodity gravitates 
to hydro supplies. The aluminum companies, failing supplies of hydro, have 
shown strong tendencies to put much of their expansion outside the borders of 
the United States: or failing that, close to the cheaper thermal fuel supplies 
n the South and Southwest. 
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So far as phosphorus products are concerned, the location of these industries 
has been dictated by the availability of the raw materials. 

There is one other factor in which the committee may be interested. The 
farmers of western Montana have received great benefit from the Bonneville 
power program. Montana, because of its sparse population, has had large areas 
where the users of electricity have been so few per mile of electric line that 
their power service has been almost more than they could afford to buy. Th« 
low-cost power supplies from the Columbia River have done much to make it 
possible to stabilize western Montana agriculture. 

So, too, the utility companies of Montana have benefited greatly by the Bonne- 
ville program. The Montana Power Co. has firm power contracts with Bonne- 
ville for 50,000 kilowatts of power from the Hungry Horse Dam. A similar 
contract is currently being negotiated with the Mountain States Power Co., ac 
cording to recent press statements issued by the company. 

Finally, it is perhaps desirable to remind the committee that the major 
expenditures by the Bonneville Administration for Columbia River power service 
to Montana already have been approved in years past by the Congress. 

Hungry Horse Dam is now an integral part of the Northwest interconnected 
power pool. High voltage transmission lines run from Hungry Horse to major 
generating facilities of the Montana Power Co. and to the industrial areas. 

These wise expenditures already have been made and the lines have been 
built and the debt due the Treasury is being paid off. 

This year, the budget items requested for Montana are mainly for facilities 
needed for the adequate operation and maintenance of this already operating 
power system. 

Tied in, as the system is, with the remainder of the Northwest interconnected 
pool, and important as Hungry Horse Dam is to the successful operation of the 
pool, these items, though comparatively small, are of considerable significance 
both within and without Montana. 

The Bonneville system is confined to western Montana, where the mountains 
are heavily timbered and among the highest in the country ; where, in many zones, 
the incidence of thunderstorms is great, where ice loadings are heavy. The 
Federal investment in these lines is already large. It must be protected. 

The rates which the Interior Department charges for power service fron 
Hungry Horse cover the cost of operation and maintenance, depreciation, interest 
on the investment. and provide adequate surpluses to retire the debt. 

Most of the committee have seen, year after year, the audited annual report 
of the Bonneville Administration. 


BuREAU OF RECLAMATION STATEMENT ON FISCAL YEAR 1954 PROGRAM IN THE STATE 
OF MONTANA 


The following is a brief description of the Bureau of Reclamation’s progran 
in the State of Montana, broken down as to projects and/or features to be 
financed by funds requested for fiscal year 1954. 


CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 


Buffalo Rapids project, first division 

The primary purpose of the first division, located along the north bank of the 
Yellowstone River in Prairie and Dawson Counties in eastern Montana, is to 
provide irrigation water to 15,700 acres of irrigable land in a semiarid section of 
the State. 

The first division is in operation at the present time, but funds in the amount 
of $128,000 are being requested in fiscal year 1954 for continuation of construction 
of drainage ditches and structures. 


Buffalo Rapids project, second division 

The second division, located in eastern Montana, along the south bank of the 
Yellowstone River, consists of 11,600 acres of irrigable land currently receiving 
irrigation water pumped from the Yellowstone River. 

This division is in full operation, however, $152,000 is required for fiscal year 
1954 for investigation of seepage and water level conditions and to continue con- 
struction of drainage features to prevent water logging of irrigated lands. 
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Hungry Horse project 

The purpose of the Hungry Horse project, located in Flathead County in north- 
western Montana is to provide electric-power generation, fish and wildlife bene- 
fits, recreational facilities, food control, improvement of navigation, and regula- 
tion of river flow. The powerplant when complete will generate 285,000 kilowatts 
f power. At the present time two of the units with a capacity of 142,500 kilo- 
vatts are in service. The 3,500,000 acre-foot reservoir will greatly increase firm 
power production and potential at all existing and proposed downstream power- 

ants on the Flathead, Clarks Fork, and Columbia Rivers. 

By June 30, 1953, the project will be approximately 99 percent complete and 
funds in the amount of $673,000 are being requested in order to complete all con- 
struction during fiscal year 1954. The fiscal year 1954 program also includes 
ompleting the relocation of Forest Service facilities around the reservoir; com- 
pletion of construction and modification of the Government camp and facilities 
for the use of operation and maintenance forces; and disposition or salvage of all 
temporary facilities not required after the completion of construction. 

Sun River project, Greenfields division (D. & M. C.) 

The purpose of this project is to furnish a full supply of water to 83,000 acres 

land located in north-central Montana on the Sun River. 

Work on this project is essentially complete. Funds in the amount of $52,000 
will be needed in fiscal year 1954 to complete the drainage program and to perform 
some tunnel rehabilitation work on the Pishkun canal. 


Ritter Root project (R. & B.) 

The purpose of this project, located in western Montana, is to replace where 
necessary those structures which have deteriorated to the extent that they can no 
onger adequately perform the function for which they were constructed 

The $43,000 requested for fiscal year 1954 will provide for raising Lake Como 
Dam approximately 3 feet and riprapping the upstream face to protect it from 
wave action. This will complete all work on the rehabilitation program on this 
project. 


Wilk River project (R. & B.) 


This project, located in north-central Montana, is for the purpose of repairing 
or replacing where necessary those features which interfere with the full and 
efficient operation of the project. 

Funds totaling $220,000 will be needed to carry on this program during fiscal 
year 1954 which consists of rehabilitation of the Sherburne Lakes Dam spillway 
and the St. Mary canal in the St. Mary storage division, and work on the diver- 
sion dams, canals, laterals, and drains of the Malta and Glasgow divisions. 


Missouri River Basin project 

Helena-Great Falls division—Canyon Ferry unit.——The Canyon Ferry unit, 
located in west-central Montana near Helena, is a multiple-purpose development 
for irrigation, control of floods, fish and wildlife benefits, regulation of the 
flow of the Missouri River, and generation of 50,000 kilowatts of electrical 
energy. 

As of June 30, 1953, the unit will be 91 percent complete and funds in the 
amount of $957,000 will be needed in fiscal year 1954 to complete the work on 
the dam, reservoir, powerplant, and switchyard, This will enable the power- 
nlant to be activated in the second quarter of the fiscal year and work to con 
tinne on the habitat development as proposed by the Fish and Wildlife Service 

Crow Creck pump unit.—The Crow Creek pump unit, located in southwestern 
Montana in Broadwater County is designed to pump water from the Missouri 
River to irrigate 5,020 acres of new land to replace the land inundated by the 
Canyon Ferry Reservoir. By the end of the current fiscal year, construction 
on this unit will be about 60 percent complete. 

Funds in the amount of $673,000 are needed in fiscal year 1954 to complete 
the work on all construction features except for the drainage system. This 
means that water will be available at the beginning of the 1954 irrigation season 

Lower Marias unit.—The Lower Marias unit, in north-central Montana in the 
counties of Liberty, Hill, Choteau, and Toole will use water from the Marias 
River to irrigate approximately 127,000 acres of dry-farm land. 

Construction has already commenced on the Tiber Dam and the permanent 
camp. The $7,461,000 requested for fiscal year 1954 will continue construction 
on these features and provide funds to conduct detailed surveys and studies in 
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connection with construction of the Marias Canal, pumping plants, laterals, 
canals, drains and the Farnur Unit Development program. 

Missouri diversion unit.—Located in northeastern Montana and extending 
through Valley, Roosevelt, Sheridan, and McCone Counties this project will irri 
gate about 109,380 acres in Montana and enough additional water can ly 
diverted to irrigate 1,108,000 acres in adjoining North Dakota. A powerplant 
with a capacity of 18,000 kilowatts will be built to provide power for irrigatio: 
pumping and to meet load growth of preference customers in the area. Munici 
al water will be supplied to Welf Point and Poplar. 

The $5,263,000 requested for fiscal year 1954 is needed to continue construc 

tion on the diversion dam, powerplant, and switchyard, and to complete con 

uction of the house at the dam site camp. Also during the year design data 
will be compiled and design work will be started on the first portion of the 
Missouri canal and the Chelsea Bench area. Equipment for the powerplant am 
switchyard will be purchased and contracts will be awarded for gasline reloca 
tion and protection to the United States Government railway Repaymet 
negotiations will be advanced and detailed land classification will be completed 


1 


Transmission division 


f 


The transmission division consists of the necessary power-transimission facil 
ties to interconnect and coordinate the operation of all Government powel 
plants in the Missouri River Basin in order to previde both firm and seconda: 
power for irrigation pumping, construction power and sales to municipalities 
cooperatives, private utilities, and other wholesale customers 

For the State of Montana funds totaling $803,000 will be needed during fiscal 
vear 1954 to complete the Crow Creek substation and the Canyon Ferry-Eas 
Helena 115-kilovolt transmission le, and to initiate construction on the Yellow 
tail-Billings 115-kilovoelt transmission line. 

Phase B, units ready for construction 

Into this category fall the four following units on which preconstruction 

tivities have advanced to the point where construction can be initiated if 
construction funds are made available in fiscal year 1954. 

Charley Creek unit.—This unit is located in Richland County in northeastern 
Montana and when constructed will irrigate about S20 acres with water pumped 
from the Missouri River. $13,000 is needed in fiscal year 1954 to complete the 
preparation of designs and specifications so that construction can get underway 
us soon as construction funds are appropriated for this unit. 

Helena Valley unit.—Located in central Montana in Lewis and Clark County 
this unit will provide irrigation water for about 21,100 acres, part of which 

partially irrigated. Funds in the amount of $40,000 are requested for fiscal 
year 1954 to continue surveys and studies necessary for the preparation of 
designs and specifications Negotiations for the formation of an irrigation 
district and execution of repayment contracts will also be carried on during the 
year. 

Nickwall unit.—The Nickwall unit is located in MceCone and Richland Counties 
in northeastern Montana and will serve 2,7) irrigable acres along the south side 
of the Missouri Rive The $25,000 requested for fiscal year 1954 is needed 
to advance the preparation of construction designs and specifications for a pump 
ing plant and distribution system. A repayment agreement is scheduled for 
execution in May 1954 

Yellowtail unit.—The proposed Yellowtail Dam will be located at the mouth ot 
Bighorn Canyon in Bighorn County 45 miles southwest of Hardin in south-central 
Montana. This dam will provide a reservoir of 1,375,000 acre-feet and permit the 
reguiation of runoff for irrigation, flood control, power generation, and other 
benefits. The powerplant when built will have a generating capacity of 200,000 
kilowatts. Funds in the amount of $35,000 are requested for fiscal year 1954 in 
order that designs and specifications for the dam, powerplant, camp, and access 
road can be prepared and any necessary additional field data can be obtained 


Phase B, units being prepared for construction 


Into this category fall the six following units on which preconstruction acti 
ities are being performed so that they will be ready for construction in fiscal year 
1955 or thereafter. 

Colgate unit.—This unit located in Dawson County in northeastern Montana 
would supply irrigation water for 1,300 acres of new land on the east side of the 
Yellowstone River, The $22,000 requested for fiscal year 1954 will be needed to 





637 


omplete the definite plan report and continue the preparation of designs and 
specifications, 

Rast Bench unit.—The East Bench unit, located near Dillon in southwest Mon 

na, would furnish irrigation water for about 25,000 acres of new land and a 
ipplemental supply to approximately 14,500 acres. Fands totaling $52,000 are 
eeded for fiscal year 1954 to continue investigations and prepare a definite plan 
eport for the unit. 

Elm Coulee unit.—Located in Richland County in east-central Montana, this 

it would provide irrigation water for 1,800 acres of new land, by pumping from 
the Yellowstone River. In fiscal year 1954, $20,000 will be required to continue 
ork in connection with preparing the definite plan report 

Haley unit—This unit, located in eastern Montana in Prairie County near 
rerry, would provide irrigation for 3,100 acres of new land by pumping from the 
Yellowstone River. Funds in the amount of $30,000 will be needed to carry out 

investigation program necessary for the preparation of a definite plan report 

Neven Sisters unit—The Seven Sisters unit is located in Richland County in 
eastern Montana about 12 miles southwest of Sidney and would provide for ir 
rigation of 4,425 acres of new land by pumping water from the Yellowstone 
River. During fiscal vear 1954 $3,000 will be needed to continue work on final 
lesigns and specifications and repayment negotiations in order that the unit 

ll he ready for construction in fiscal vear 1955 

Stipek unit—This nnit, located in Dawson County near Glendive in north 
astern Montana, would provide irrigation for 4,400 acres of new land by pump 

from the Yellowstone River 

Twelve thousand dollars will be needed in fiscal vear 1954 to prenere final 
designs and specifications for initiation of construction in fiseal year 1955 
Phases C and D—Continuing ivork on the general plan of development 

This activity consists of continuing investigations on the general plan of 
development for the entire Missouri River Basin. These investigations are 
programed generally on a division or subbasin basis and an orderly program 
for the best use of the resources of the area is developed 

During fiscal year 1954 funds will be needed to continue the review of, and 
add to, the data collected by previous surveys. These funds will also be used 
on land classification, topographic surveys, preliminary drilling of dam sites, 
preliminary field location of canals and structures, preparation of maps, charts, 
and graphs, as required, and preparation of preliminary cost estimates. Of the 
$2 million requested for the entire basin $367,600 will be needed for work wholly 
within the State and $386,400 will be required for work partially within the 
State 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

The President's budget also contains a request for funds for investigational 
work on the area in the State outside of the Missouri River Basin project: 
$119,719 will be needed during fiscal year 1954 to perform this type of activity 
on several projects wholly or partially within the State 


YELLOWTAIL-LOWELL LIN! 


Mr. Bupcr. When we were discussing a few minutes ago the fact 
that due to the unusual open winter which we have had in the North 
west and that a large number of reclamation projects are considerably 
ahead of schedule, the type of project which, T think, could assist in 
expediting the progress of those projects and where an elimination 
could have been made, is on this Yellowtail project in your State. The 
Bureau of Reclamation testified here the other day that in spite of 
the prohibitions in the law that state that the Bureau was not to do 
any construction work on that project until they had (1) the consent 
of the irrigation district or districts affected, (2) the consent of the 
Crow Tribe, and (3) the consent of the United States Congress, that 
right in the face of that prohibition, the Bureau of Reclamation has 
spent over $3 million on the Yellowtail project, and now we have a 
situation where the transmission line is built and yet they are not re 
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questing funds to go ahead with that project. That $8 million, | 
think, could have far better been spent at some other project in you 
States and other States that are ahead of schedule. 

Senator Mansrietp. Mr. Budge, the transmission line has not been 
built from Billings to Yellowtail, but funds have been requested fo: 
the past several years and are being requested this year. 

Mr. Bunce. I am referring specifically to a transmission line fron 
Lovell, Wyo., to the site of the dam, which, of course, serves no purpos 
now. It just goes to the site of the dam and sits there until the dam 
is built. 

Senator MansrrieLp. I must profess my ignorance of that. I did not 
know about that. I was thinking of the Yellowtail-Billings line, 
which has been under consideration for some time. But, I will say 
this, Mr. Budge, that so far as Yellowtail is concerned, there is, to 
the best of my detail, _ opposition to that project in the State 
of Montana. If there is, I do not know about it. The people in 
southeastern Montana very must desire this project, because it will be 
to them what Hungry Horse is, and will be, to northwestern Montana. 
I must modify that statement to this extent, that there is a question 
of Indian compensation, and I certainly want to see the Indians given 
full compensation for any damage which may accrué to them through 
the construction of this particular project. But here we have a State, 
which in the last 10 years, I understand, has begun to increase in 
population considerably, and one of the things which we must have in 
Montana are projects of this kind so we can develop our State and 
give some security to our people. 

I would like to point out also that when you build projects like 
Yellowtail Dam, the Marias, Missouri-Souris, and Hungry Horse, 
what the Government is doing and what the Congress is doing, is 
making an investment in the development of America itself and these 
projects will not only benefit us, but will benefit other areas adjacent 
to us at the same time, and every dime put in is reimbursable to the 
Government. 

Mr. Bunce. I am rather inclined to think that the Yellowtail project 
is an excellent project, but the question in my mind is the Bureau’s 
timing in spending over $3 million to build that transmission line from 
Lovell, Wyo., up to the site of the dam before they get rid of the 
prohibitions which are contained in the law. 

Senator Mansrietp. Well, you have a very good point there. 

Mr. Buper. That money could have much better been spent on some 
other projects which are running ahead of schedule, rather than being 
spent to build this transmission line, which just sits there for the crows 
to roost on, until such time as the actual construction of the dam takes 
place. 

Senator Mansrietp. I think before we start building any sort of 
transmission lines to connect with this project, that the project should 
be well on the way to completion, rather than in the planning stage, 
as in the case of Yellowtail. 

Mr. Jensen. Is there anything further which you wish to discuss 
with the committee, Senator Mansfield ? 

Senator Mansrtexp. I believe that completes my statement, and I 
greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear before the committee to 
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present the views of my people on these various projects. Thank you 


ery much. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Senator Mansfield. 

Senator Murray has Just entered the room. . Senator, we are pleased 
to see you this morning. 

Senator Murray. I am glad to be here, gentlemen. 

Mr. Jensen. I presume you have a statement which you would like 
to make at this time? 

Senator Murray. Yes, I have. I suppose my colleague, Senator 
Mansfield, Congressmen D’Ewart, Metcalf, and others have pretty 
well covered the territory. 

Mr. JrNseEN. Between Senator Mansfield and Congressman 
D’ Ewart, who made the first presentation, I would say they have cov- 
ered a good share of the territory, at least. 

Senator Murray. Well, I am sure of that, and I am sure that they 
covered it very well and that there is very little that I could add that 
would be of any help to you people, but I felt I should come here 
because these projects for which we are seeking appropriations are of 
creat value to our State. 

I have been familiar with these areas for a good many years, and 
I can easily see how essential projects of this ‘character are. Many 
years ago I sponsored the Buff: ilo Rapids project. 

In that area we found the droughts had been so severe that the 
farmers were pulling off of this dry land and moving to the cities and 
villages, going on WPA. The merchants were going broke in some of 
the bigger places, like Miles City, because of the loss of these farmers 
in their area. So I know how vitally important these reclamation 
projects are to the State of Montana, its agricultural development, and 
its prosperity. 

You will hear other witnesses here today who will explain the 
detailed character of these various projects—witnesses who live in 
Montana and are intimately familiar with projects that are already in 
existence and who are keenly aware of the need for bringing into exist 
ence additional units which mean so much to Montana’s farmers and 
the economic welfare of both our State and the Nation. 

IT am sure the committee has noted the substantial reduction in the 
budget request for fiscal year 1954 as compared with appropriations 
for Montana projects in past years. 


HUNGRY HORSE AND CANYON FERRY PROJECTS 


Two large projects which previously required sizable appropria- 
tions, Hungry Horse and Canyon Ferry, are now substantially com- 
pleted, but we need small sums to bring them to the final stage of 
completion. Surely, the comparatively small appropriations needed 
to bring these two power projects to a point of virtual completion 
during the coming year will be allowed in the bill you are presently 
considering. 


FORT PECK PROJECT—SUBSTATIONS 
Another item before you for consideration at this time is one for 


$350,000 to be used for the completion of certain substations for the 
distribution of the electrical energy generated at the Fort Peck power 


30433—53— pt. 4——41 
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plant. These facilities, lying both in Montana and North Dakots 
must be perfected if the Bureau of Reclamation is to meet its re 
sponsibility of selling and distributing this power from Fort Pe 
It is only through the sale of this power, of course, that we are abl 
to finance these projects, and I am sure the committee will recognize 
the need for the appropriations to carry out these projects. 


CROW CREEK PUMPING UNIT 


Another project scheduled for virtual completion during the con 
ing fiscal year is the Crow Creek pumping unit, located near Toston, 
Mont. This unit serves a large acreage in the Canyon Ferry vicinit) 
It will restore to use lands equivalent to those that were inundated 
by the construction of the Canyon Ferry project. We need $673,01 
to complete this Crow Creek unit in order that these lands mention 
will be irrigated by the spring of next year. I hope that you gent 
men will make it possible this year to complete yo unit and thos 
units used in connection with the distribution of Fort Peck powel 


LOWER MARIAS UNTI 


This committee is being called upon to approve a budget item ot 
$7,461,000 for continuing the construction of the lower Marias unit 
Since 1944, when this project was first authorized, we have been tr) 
ing to hasten the construction of this extremely vital unit. Peopk 
in this area of Montana have already formed an irrigation district, 
and the district is prepared to negotiate a contract with the Govern 
ment covering the amount to be re pe ald by its water users. 

The lower Marias unit will irrigate some 127,000 acres of exception 
ally good land. I have been over this area many, many times, an 
I know how anxious the farmers in that district are to have th 
project. Twas there last summer and met many of these farmers that 
will ” interested in this program, and I know how very anxious they 
are to have it. This lower Marias unit has been talked about for 
enn With irrigation, the farmers in this region can produce the 
hay and alfalfa crops that are needed to carry the area’s livestock in 
dustry through the short water years. The livestock industry can 
be greatly expanded with additional irrigated land available for grow- 
ing feed crops, and how well we all 1 ‘enlize the necessity for puttin 
as much new land into cultivation as is possible. 


rIBER DAM 


The contractor working on the central feature of the unit, know: 
as the Tiber Dam, has been making remarkable progress. I under 
stand he is now considerably ahead of schedule. If your committee 
will allow our full request for the coming year, we will have wate. 
available on this project several months in advance of the programed 
time and. ot course, the project cost will | e reduced to some extent 
in that supe rvisory employees will not be needed as long as was orig 
nally anticipated. I strongly urge this committee’s favorable approval 
of the budget item requeste d for this lower Marias project. 
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MISSOURI DIVERSION UNT'!I 


We members of the Montana congressional delegation have been 
appearing before this committee and its counterpart in the Senate 
for several years now, seeking appropriations with which the Bureau 

f Reclamation could construct what is known as the Missouri Di- 
version Unit of the Missouri-Souris project. The private citizens 
who will appear before you today, I understand are here for the pur 
pose of presenting their views on this important project. They have 
come to Washington previously in the hope that their appearance 
would contribute in impressing upon the Congress the necessity of 
bringing the diversion dam into being. 

This year you have been requested to approve the ap propriation of 
$5,263,000 with which to proceed with the construction of the diversion 
dam and its powerplant. No better investment could be made by this 
country. It has been suggested by some that the expansion of our 
military forces must take precedence over all else at this stage of our 
pre paredness program. I am confident, however, that the committee 
will realize that these projects require very little money, and they are 
just as Important in the national defense as armament itself. It was 
isa result of the wonderful production of the farmers in the United 
States during the last war that we were able to win that war. If we 
had not built many of these projects in the West, we could not have 
made the huge production which we did. So it seems to me these pro) 
ects are just as important as military projects. 

The creation of this diversion unit would raise to full agricultural 
productivity nearly 150,000 acres of fine arable land which is badly 
needed to sustain and support livestock operations in northeastern 
Montana and North Dakota. Our Montana citizens living in this 
particular area well remember the drought and duststorms of the 
1930's. Many of the men who will appear before you today went 
through those terrible duststorms in the 1930's. I remember them 
very v well, when you could not see the sun in the middle of the day ; 
it was as dark as night. Asa result of the programs we have carried 
on in our State since that time, we have largely overcome those dust 
storms, although they will come again when people fail to understand 
that they have to have irrigation in this kind of territory. It seems 
to me that there should be no hesitation in building projects of this 
character that stabilize agriculture in our State and guarantee produc- 
tion there in the dry periods. The sole opportunity of our Montana 
citizens in this area to stabilize their livestock production lies in the 
development of the diversion unit. It is their hope, as it is mine, that 
the Congress will take cognizance of the situation this vear and re 
spond by appropriating that money which is requested in the budget 

vou are now considering. 


YELLOWTAIL Dam 


Any statement I might make before this committee would be incom 
plete were I not to devote some attention to Yellowtail Dam, a part of 
the Missouri River Basin project. Senator Mansfield has been dis 
cussing that with vou at length already, and I will not repeat what 
he has told you. T have been familiar with this project for the last 
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20 vears. It was one of the first things called to my attention when 
I became interested in agriculture in my State way back in 1933. | 
was the chairman of the : advisory board of the public works in Mon 
tana at that time. People came before our board talking about the 
construction of the Yellowtail Dam and how important it was. It 
seems to me there is no project that is being proposed that is better 
or will be as valuable as this particular project that we are talking 
about. There is no limit to the manner in which this project could 
contribute to the agricultural and industrial development of the 
eastern and southeastern part of our State. 

The sale of power from this project, to be created in a 200,000 
kilowatt powerplant, would repay the project’s construction cost and 
net our Government over $40 million at the end of a 50-year period. 
I feel that this project is even more urgently needed during these crit 
ical periods because of the extensive deposits of chrome, nickel, tung- 
sten, and molybdenum in this section of Montana that could be devel 
oped with power from the project. I remember in the midst of the 
war that the Government here in Washington was deeply regretting 
that they did not have some of these big power plants like the Hungry 
Horse Dam. I remember several times before the Interior Depart- 
ment it was said how regrettable it was that we did not have that 
power that could have been developed if we had had Hungry Horse 
built when it was first proposed, and when it could have been built at 
a cheaper cost, too; and the same is true of this Yellowtail Dam. 

It has been suggested to you gentlemen that $1,500,000 be appro- 
priated this year to be used in purchasing the necessary rights-of-way 
from the Crow Indians. Senator M: insfield has discussed that alre: udy, 
I understand, and I agree with him that we should provide for the 
compensation of these Indians to the fullest degree. However, I feel 
we should go beyond that and immediately appropriate $7 million 
which would enable the Bureau of Reclamation to proceed with the 
immediate construction of this very important project. I suppose 
you will hesitate to do that because of the situation of the budget, but 
it would be of great importance to the State of Montana if the Yellow 
tail Dam could be proceeded with immediately. 

I leave the matter in your hands, gentlemen. 

All of these projects I have t: alked about are of great importance 
to our State and our people, and I hope you will give them careful 
consideration. 

Mr. Buper. With respect to your comments on Yellowtail Dam, I 
do not think this committee could properly appropriate any funds 
until the prohibition in the present law is removed. I think that would 
be subje cttoa point of order. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Senator Murray. On account of the restriction in the law ? 

Mr. Buper. Yes. The present law provides that no construction 
shall be initiated by the Bureau of Reclamation until the consent of 
the Crow Tribe, the consent of the irrigation district or districts af 
fected, and the consent of the United States Congress is obtained. 

Senator Murray. And you do not think the transmission line should 
be built at this time ? 

Mr. Buper. The transmission line to serve the dam is already built, 
at a cost of over $3 million. 
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Senator Murray. I mean the one in Montana. 

Mr. Buper. I doubt that the committee could properly appropriate 
money for that line. 

Senator Murray. These other projects we have discussed are not in 
such a position ¢ 

Mr. Buper. No, sir. 

Senator Murray. And money could be, and I hope will be, appro- 
priated for them, because of their tremendous value. 
~ Mr. Jensen. Might I say in that connection, Senator, that I am 
sure you are well aware of the fact that this committee has initiated 
appropriation bills which have been, I believe, very fair and proper 
for the development of the Western States in every instance, even 
though, until this session, there has been no member of the committee 
for many, many years—at least the 11 years I have been on the com- 
mittee—who has represented any district or State in the West. We 
have recognized the need for the reclamation program and for the 
many other projects in the West that are important to the West and 
to the Nation generally, and so I do not believe you need have too 
much concern about what this committee will do, 

We have, of course, in the past, made some reductions in the budget 
requests, but generally speaking I believe the people of the West will 
say that the Congress has been quite fair in appropriating these many 
millions, and in fact billions, of dollars for the development of the 
West, and I see no reason at this time to change that procedure. 

Of course, as you well know, we have a problem now in trying to 
keep within the revenues that come into the Treasury Department; 
in other words, to balance the budget. We have these great demands 
on us for national defense. Consequently, this committee will, with- 
out a doubt, scrutinize every request made in this budget for the 
Interior Department, and we will attempt as best we can to appro- 
priate money where it is proper to appropriate the taxpayers’ money, 
but also to delete items. or reduce items, where we see we can properly 
save ten dollars, or a hundred dollars, or a thousand dollars, or a 
million dollars. That is our responsibility. But I can assure you that 
this committee recognizes the importance of such projects as you have 
requested appropriations for here this morning. 

Senator Murray. I wish to say I commend the committee for the 
splendid work it has done in the past, and I am confident you will 
give very careful consideration to these matters. 

Mr. JENSEN. You may be sure we will do that. 

Senator Murray. It seems to me the projects I have mentioned here 
will not require such extensive appropriations and will be extremely 
valuable to that area, and that they could very well be appropri: ated. 
1 want to express my appreciation ‘of your courtesy in permitting me 
to appear this morning, and I thank you all for the fine work you are 
doing. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Senator Murray. 

Go ahead, Mr. Rising. 

Mr. Ristna. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is E. W. Rising. I am the representative of the State Water 
Conservation Board of Montana. I am appearing before your com- 
mittee today for the purpose of supporting all items in the Jan- 
uary 1953 budget for construction of Montana reclamation and mul- 
tiple-purpose projects during the fiscal year 1954. 
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We have placed on the table a map prepared by the Bureau of the 
Census indicating the location of 1,808,576 acres of irrigated lands in 
Montana. The large dots indicate tracts of 5,000 acres, while each 
small dot indicates approximate locatings of 500 acres of irrigated 
land. You will note that there are huge areas in which there is littl 
irrigation. The large areas of arid land are used for grazing and 
crowing of certain crops through dry farming and summer fallow 
methods. The success of dry farming and summer fallow methods 
depends, in turn, on annual rainfall eters is generally not sufficient to 
produce profitable crops regularly year after year. 

It will be noted from clusters of lame dots that in certain areas, 
where sufficient water is available, large acreages of irrigated land 
have been developed for the purpose of supplying food for ‘the people 
of Montana, and furnishing alfalfa and other winter feed for the huge 
herds of livestock carried through the summer on the ranges of 
Montana. 

The State of Montana and the Bureau of Reclamation have pro- 
grams for the development of a number of new ir rigation projects and 
the supplying of approximately half of Montana’s presently irrigated 
land with needed supplemental supplies of water for irrigation. 


Reclamation program, State of Vontana, 1953-54 


Januar 
budget 
1954 


Appropriated 


for 195 


Project 


Buffalo R is, Ist d on $222, 000 
2. Buffalo Rapi is, 2d division 11.990 
Sun River 00) 
Hungry Horse 13, 245, 000 SA7T3 (KK 
. Fort Peck project rey yy 
Helena-Great I s-Cany« ‘ert 754, 000 957.000 
Chree Forks—Crow Creek | 500, 000 
Lower Mar 2, 500, 000 7 OL. OF 
Missouri diversion unit 2, 000, 000 5. 263. 00 


Subtotal | 3, 372, 000 5, 377, 000 
Yellowtail Dam (settlement of right-of-way with Crow Indians) 


Total 


I now call your attention to a schedule showing the amount of Fed 
eral funds appropriated for 10 projects in Montana for the fiscal year 
1953, and the January 1953 budget request for the same projects for 
construction during the fiscal year 1954. You will note that the appro 
priation for this year was $23 372,000, while the amount that we re 
quest this committee to rec ommend for fiscal year 1954 is only $16,877,- 
000. This reduction is brought about largely by the fact that two large 
projects, Hungry Horse and Canyon Ferry, are nearing completion 
and require only small items for 1954. 

Appropriations for Montana projects, for the last several years, 
have been Jargely devoted to the construction of power units neces 
sary in connection with multiple purposes ‘projects. It has always 
been our plan to ask for substantial annual appropriations for the 
development of urgently needed irrigation units when the two large 
power units mentioned were completed; however, in view of the de- 
mand for balancing the Federal budget, we are limiting our request 
for 1954 to funds to begin the construction of one new unit. 
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Proceeding with the discussion of the 10 units listed in the Montana 
program, may I first point out on the map the location of Buffalo 
Rapids, divisions 1 and 2, near Miles City, Mont., under which approx- 
mately 20,000 acres of land are now being irrigated regularly, thus 
\iding materially in stabilizing the economy of an area of several 
million acres that in the thirties was seriously damaged by the short- 
ige of moisture and devastating dust storms. No appropriation re- 
jest is made for fiscal year 1954. 

I now point out the location of the Sun River, Bureau of Reclama 
tion project, under which more than 100,000 acres of land are now 
being irrigated. ‘This is one of our successful irrigation projects, 
woducing a diversity of farm crops. This project will need no appro- 
priation for the fiscal year 1954, but, on the contrary, will return a sub 
stantial ” payment item to the Federal Treasury. 

Item 4. Hungry Horse project, Montana, 1954 appropriation re- 
suest, 3678000. This project, located in northwestern Montana on the 
outh fork of the Flathead River, is designed to develop 285,000 kilo 
vatts of power at the site and so regulate water releases from Hungry 
Horse Reservoir that an additional 500,000 kilowatts of power will be 
venerated at existing downstream power plant. 

The estimated total cost of the project is $102,900,000, all of which 
ias been made available, except the $673,000 requested at this time, 
which will provide funds to complete the project including installa- 
tion of the two remaining 71,250-kilowatt generating units which are 
to go in service in August and November 1953. 

The State water conservation board is particularly interested in the 
completion of the Hungry Horse project. There is a great demand 
for pumping water to provide irrigation for 1 or 2 months each vear 
nm dry farmlands in an area comprising 4 or 5 million acres where 
dae is now less than 2.000 acres of irrigated land. 

Item 5. Fort Peck project, Montana-North Dakota; 1954 appro- 
priation request, $350,000: Fort Peck Dam and power plant is located 
on the Missouri River in northeast Montana, approximately 115 miles 
west of the Montana-North Dakota line. Included in its purposes— 
the project will ultimately provide 165,000 kilowatts of firm power. 
The existing installation is 85,000 kilowatts with an additional 80,000 
kilowatts now being planned. 

The Bureau of Reclamation is responsible for the sale and distribu- 
tion of Fort Peck power under the provisions of the act of May 1, 1938. 
rhe estimated cost of facilities for the transmission and distribution 
of Fort Peck power is $25,530,000 of which $9,531,738 has been appro- 
pri ated and alloted for construction to June 30, 1953. 

The request for the appropriation of $350,000 is principally for the 
purpose of completing additions to the Circle, Dawson County, and 
O'Fallon Creek substations in Montana and the Willison substation 
in North Dakota, also for providing a tapline to the Glendive, Mont., 
pumping plant. These additions are all required to serve increased 
power loads. 

The State water conservation board is interested particularly in 
having additional power available for irrigation pumping near the 
substations and Glendive pumping plant. 

Mr. Jensen. Right there. Is there any budget request in this 
1954 fiseal year budget to build power plants on any of your projects, 
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small power plants for the purpose only of furnishing power to ru: 
your pumping plants ? 

Mr. Ristnc. No. There will be a small pumping plant later. 

Mr. Jensen. Not a pumping plant. We know you have to have 
the pumping plant. But I might tell you that there are a few projects 
in the budget in other sections of the country ihe ales are asking 
for power pli ints to furnish the power to run pumps for their respec 
tive projects, and it would appear that that expenditure, in some 
instances at least, could be eliminated because of the fact of the cheap 
power in those particular areas and the adequate power that is all 
ready to be plugged into the pumping station and furnish the power 
for the pumping of water into the project. 

The question I am asking you is, Do you know of any power plant in 
any of the projects in Montana that will be used exclusively for the 
pumping of water to these proposed projects ? 

Mr. Ristne. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, thank you. 

Mr. Ristne. This $350,000 item is just for additional equipment in 
substations already built, and in one case there is a short tapline from 
a line already built to the pumping plant, but there is no power plant. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Go ahead. 

Mr. Ristne. Item 6. Canyon Ferry unit, Missouri River Basin proj 
ect; 1954 appropriation request, $957,000: The construction of this 
multiple-purpose project was requested by the State water conserva 
tion board of Montana. It consists of a dam located about 15 airline 
miles northeast of Helena, Mont., on the Missouri River at a point 
approximately 55 miles downstream from Three Forks, Mont., where 
the Jefferson, Madison, and Gallatin Rivers unite to form the Missouri 
River-Canyon Ferry Reservoir, and 50,000-kilowatt powerplant. 

Canyon Ferry Reservoir will provide storage capacity of 2,043,000 
acre-feet for control of the flood waters of the Missouri River. The 
water impounded in the Canyon Ferry Reservoir will be used for 
exchanges with owners of prior rights for water to be diverted up 
stream for irrigation. These exchanges will ultimately make possible 
the development of 310,700 acres of new land and the furnishing of 
a supplementary supply of water to 196,300 acres of presently irri 
eated land. 

The total cost of the project is estimated at $29,187,311 of which 
amount appropriations and allotments for construction to the end 
of the fiscal year 1953 amount to $28,092,011. 

The item of $975,000 is required to almost complete the project 
during the fiscal year 1954. 

Final appropriation, to complete after 1954, is estimated at $138,000. 


Item 7 

Three Forks-Crow Creek pump unit Missouri River basin project ; 
1954 appropriation request, $673,000: This unit is located on the 
bench immediately southwest of the town of Tostan, about 20 miles 
north of Three Forks, Mont. It will provide irrigation water for 
5,020 acres of new land. 

During the hearings on the Interior appropriation bill for the 
fiscal year 1949, the people of Broadwater County, objected to the 
inundation of approximately 5,000 acres of irrigated land in the 
proposed Canyon Ferry Reservoir, unless provision was made pro- 
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viding irrgation for approximately an equal amount of new irrigated 
land in the immediate area, The following provision was, therefore, 
nserted in the appropriation bill for fiscal year 1949: 

Provided further, That no part of this appropriation shall be available or used 
) maintain or operate Canyon Ferry Reservoir at a higher maximum normal 
pool elevation than 3,766 feet, unless and until new land equal in acreage 
» the irrigated land to be inundated in Canyon Ferry Reservoir above ele 
ation of 3,766 feet be provided with facilities for irrigation; or for or in 
connection with the construction and installation of the power facilities or 
ransmission facilities for delivering power from the Canyon Ferry project, 
Montana. (See House hearings, p. 1367, on H. R. 6705, June 1948.) 

The total cost of the Crow Creek unit is estimated at $1,711, 
\ppropriation and allotment of funds to date amount to $986, 

The amount of $673,000 is required for the fiscal year 1954 to com- 
plete the project to status where irrigation water can be delivered to 
the new land in the spring of 1954. Completion of the unit will 
permit maximum use of Canyon Ferry Reservoir and the production 
of the full 50,000 kilowatts of power. 

Additional funds needed to complete in 1954, $52,000. 

Mr. JENSEN. We will be glad to hear from you now, Judge. 

Mr. Exvweti. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is C. B. Elwell. I am president of the Marias Improvement 
Association, and judge of the district court of the State of Montana, 
residing at Havre, Mont. 

I am appearing for my association, and also for the Marias Irri- 
gation District, which is a quasi-public corporation formed under 
the laws of the State of Montana, and functioning under the direction 
of five irrigation district commissioners who are elected directly by 
the landowners in the district. 

The lower Marias unit was authorized as a prmary Project under 
the Missouri River Basin plan. It will consist of a dam on the 
Marias River with a reservoir that will impound 1,337,000 acre-feet 
of water, and a distribution system to serve 127,000 acres of the high- 
quality, dry-land farmland of north-central Montana. 

A project of this nature has been in the minds of the people of 
this district for more than 50 years, and the effort which has brought 
the project to its present status is more than 20 years old, and came 
as a result of years of prolonged drought and crop failure in this 
territory, which included the failure of all feed crops and hay crops. 

The survey and planning on this project had advanced to a stage 
where authorization and rapid development could be expected within 
a few years when all work and planning was stopped because of World 
WarlIlI. A new start was made as soon after the end of World War II 
as engineering and other help was available. When final plans were 
completed, and the boundaries and limits of the project definitely 
determined, the enormous job of contacting landowners, both resident 
and nonresident, and taking the matter through the State courts for 
the formation of an irrigation district consumed about a year, after 
which an appropriation of nearly $5 million for the fiscal year 1951 
was obtained from Congress. Bids were called for and a very accept- 
able bid obtained, and contract was about to be awarded when, be- 
cause of the Korean war, the appropriated funds were placed in re 
serve by the Bureau of the Budget, and no contract was awarded. 
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No funds for construction could be obtained for the year 1952, bur 
for the fiscal year 1953 $2,500,000 was made available for constru 
tion. Contract for construction of Tiber Dam was promptly awarded, 
and construction work was started last September. The contracto: 
moved in promptly, bringing in large quantities of dirt-moving ma 
chinery, a large percentage of which was brand new, and with an 
exceptionally mild winter has pushed construction diligently and has 
all needed machinery, equipment, and general setup to continue in 
the same diligent manner. 

Conditions are not in the least favorable for this territory for the 
present vear, and there is fear of a return of the old drought cycl 
Last spring there was a reserve of moisture—much more than normal 
This reserve of more-than-normal moisture is the only thing that 
saved the crop situation last year. Since last spring there has bee: 
no appreciable rain or snow. In many cases winter wheat was not 
even sown, and of that sown a considerable portion did not even get 
minate. The land is extremely dry and blowing of the topsoil has 
become quite extensive. 

In the eames war conditions and high prices, coupled with a 
few extra wet years, have tended to increase the size of farms, making 
the family f: um tela t a thing of the past, and many large holdings 
are operated from the cities. This condition, toge ‘ther with the ever 
present threat of drought, resulting in a total lack of feed for live 
stock, has caused the almost total abandonment of small well-bred 
livestock holdings. here will be left on all sides of this project 
ample dry-land holdings, and the project itself will assure a plentiful 
supply of winter-stock feed to support good holding of beef cattle. 
sheep, and dairv animals. It will have a stabilizing influence on 
agriculture and livestock development, and will mean the creation of 
many hundreds of family-sized farms for young people who unde: 
present conditions of farming cannot hope to break into the farming 
industry except as they might inherit from their families. 

Mr. Chairman, we urge an appropriation of $7,461,000 for the con 
tinuation of the construction of the Tiber Dam and the lower Marias 
unit of the Missouri River project. 

In summing up, we advance the following reasons for this request : 

1. A substantial increase in our annual meat production is required. 
not only because of our defense program, but because of the steady 
increase in our population. 

This State, already a large producer of meat, can materiall) 
increase its production, but must first place some of its dry farming 
land under irrigation for the growing of winter feed. 

3. An increase in meat production is considerably more desirable 
in our national economy than the continued high production of wheat. 

1. Some provision must be made to retain more of our young peo 
ple in agriculture and this can be done in Montana with these new 
family-sized irrigated farms. 

5. Tiber Dam which is a principal feature of the lower Marias 
unit will be an earth-filled structure requiring very limited quantities 
of critical material. 

The project is now under construction, and any delay will add 
materially to the cost. 
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7. A considerable amount of labor is available in the area of con 
struction. 

Another drought disaster, such as has been experienced gr 
a now threatened in eastern Montana and North Dakota, can be 
voided by providing a limited amount of irrigation to stabilie the 
farm economy. 

I would like to make a correction about that powerline that goes 
through the school land at Havre, Mont. To correct it as far as the 
school is concerned would take only a quarter of a mile, but if you 
correct it, you had better do it right, because it goes through a resi- 
dential section. 

I am not. asking anything for the contractor on Tiber Dam for the 
balance of the year at this time. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say the contractor, Mr. James, came to my 
office day before vesterday, and we had a discussion about that matter, 
ind I told Mr. James exactly the same thing that I said this morning. 

Mr. Evwe tt. I think it is up to Mr. James and the people inter- 
ested to take care of that, instead of bothering the appropriations 
people with it. 

I have a number of photographs I wuold like to file. They are all 
marked on the back as to what they are, and they show something of 
the nature of the country. Incidentally, we are not spoling any of 
the present irrigated lands out there, because there is not any. 

Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Judge. 

We will next hear from Mr. Christinson. 

Mr. Curistinson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I have a very brief statement. My name is Otto M. Christinson. 1] 
reside at Glasgow, Mont. located 15 miles distant from the Fort Peck 
Dam, where I have resided for the past 44 years. During this time I 
have and still am. engaged in business and farming both irrigated 
and nonirrigated lands. Part of my irrigated lands I homesteaded 
back in 1908, and it is embraced within the Milk River irrigation proj- 
ect, which is one of the first projects authorized and constructed under 
the Reclamation Act of 1902. 

[ am appearing before your committee in my capacity as president 
of the Northeast Montana Water Development Association, a volun- 
tary nonprofit organization ere 15 directors, representative farmers 
and businessmen, having for its purpose, the full development and 
beneficial use of the lands ar water resources in northeastern Mon- 
tana, particularly below the Fort Peck Dam and Reservoir. 

My appearance today is for the purpose of assisting in justifying 
our association’s request for an appropriation of $5.263,000 to continue 
construction of the Missouri diversion unit of the Missouri Basin 
project for fiscal year 1954, on which work actually began in September 
1952, through an appropriation of $2 million. 

I wish to state at this point, that our association concurs in and 
supports all of the statements verbally made and or filed together with 
all of the statistical records that are submitted by other witnesses who 
appear in support of this unit. Iam sure your committee will take due 
cognizance of these statements and records. 

The Missouri diversion unit of the Missouri Basin project is the first 
and only reclamation unit below the Fort Peck Dam in Montana au- 
thorized for construction following the completion of the Fort Peck 
Dam some 15 years ago. 
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The efforts and hard work put forward by the people in nort! 
‘astern Montana to get the large and multiple facilities and resources 
inh ‘rent or permanently united in the building of the great Fort Pe: 
Dam, put to beneficial use for this area and the State of Montana has 
been a long and strenuous one. It was constructed during the long di 
astrous droughts of the 1930's and depression resulting in national! 
unemployment in a well-considered effort to counteract those economi: 
conditions. However, the only beneficial use mentioned or referred to 
at first, outside of solving those temporary problems was improved 
navigation down the river and later flood control. Neither of any 
direct value to the area below Fort Peck nor the State of Montana and 
in no way making amends or compensating the area nor the State 
for the flooding of 186 miles of Missouri River Valley lands, com 
prising 245,000 acres which supported a most thriving cattle, sheep, 
and alfalfa producing economy. The building of Fort Peck Dam de- 
stroyed one of the best agricultural, stockraising, and taxpaying areas 
in northeastern Montana. 

Later, eagerly, I know through local agitation and efforts from the 
grassroots, power, irrigation, and reclamation were recognized and, 
subsequently, authorized through the Flood Control Act of 1944, and 
will now be developed by the construction of the Missouri diversion 
unit as useful adjuncts of the project directly beneficial to this area and 
the State of Montana. 

Reclamation and irrigation he ave been the last features considered 
and the diversion dam is the first step in that direction. As stated 
before, it has been a long and seemingly unnecessary delay to get this 
diversion dam and its facilities under construction. Let us not delay 
nor defer its construction any longer, as it is needed and necessary 
to provide a stabilized and sound economy for the area and the State 
of Montana. 

At this point I would like to introduce a resolution, and ask that it 
be made a part of the record, adopted by the Montana Reclamation 
Association. 

Mr. Jensen. The resolution reads: 

Whereas the Missouri River diversion dam was authorized under the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 as part of the Missouri River Basin development plan; and 

Whereas the S2d Congress appropriated $2 million to begin construction of 
the Missouri River diversion dam located 14 miles below Fort Peck Dam near 
Frazer, Mont., which will ultimately irrigate approximately 100,000 aeres in 
northeastern Montana; and 

Whereas this is of great economic value to farming and livestock industry: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Montana Reclamation Association, by its board of directors, 
urges the Congress to further appropriate the necessary funds to continue orderly 
construction of the Missouri diversion unit ; we further 

Resolve, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Secretary of the 
Interior, the Commissioner of Reclamation, and the Montana congressional 
delegation. 

MONTANA RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, 


D. P. Farrick, President. 


I wanted to read the resolution for my own benefit and the benefit 
of the committee at this time. 

Mr. Curistinson. I have a letter from the Commissioner of Indian 
Affairs directed to the Bureau of Reclamation, which letter is self- 
explanatory, and which favors the construction or continuation of con- 
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-truction of the Missouri-Souris diversion unit of the Missouri River 
Basin project. I offer that for the record. 
Vr. JENSEN. Without objection, It may be inserted in the record at 
IS point. 
(The letter referred to follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, 
Washington 25. D. C., July 18, 1952 


lo: Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation 

trom: Commissioner, Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Subject: Fort Peck Indian lands to be included in the Missouri-Souris division 
of the Missouri River Basin project 

1 am pleased to reaffirm the position of this Bureau and of the Fort Peck 
[Indians as indicated in our telephone conversation of July 12 that the early con 
struction of the Missouri Souris diversion unit of the Missouri River Basin proj 
ect will provide a major step in the economic rehabilitation of the Fort Peck 
indians through the development of their land and water resources 

As indicated in volume 1 of the Definite Plan Report for the above project, a 

ajority of the Indians have urged that construction of the works necessary to 
erve project lands within the Fort Peck Reservation be done without unneces- 
ary delay. Our Billings area office indicated that of the total land involved in the 

version project, 57 percent of the land is individually owned by Indians; 4 
ercent tribal-owned:; and 7 percent, Government-owned, making a total of 68 
percent Government- and Indian-owned and 32 percent non-Indian-owned, Mr, 
Johnson's teletype of July 11, 1952, to you indicates that approximately 95 percent 
of 813 adult Indians interviewed have signed the following petition: 

We the undersigned owners of trust land on the Fort Peck Indian Reservation 
ing of the belief that the development of irrigation as planned under the 
Missouri-Souris project will be highly beneficial to the Indian trust land included 
in the project area hereby urge that construction of the works necessary to serve 
the project lands within the Fort Peck Reservation be done without uanecessar) 
delay.” 

We understand that funds have been appropriated for fiscal year 1953 to initiate 
construction of the Missouri diversion dam and the Little Porcupine powerplant 
ind switchyard as the initial step in the construction of the unit which will 
eventually supply water to lands of the project including lands within the Fort 
Peck Indian Reservation, 

Section 9 (c) of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. SS7, 891) provides 
that the developments to be undertaken by the Secretary of the Interior shall 
ve governed by the Federal reclamation laws, except that irrigation of Indian 
trust and tribal lands, and repayment therefor, shall be in accordance with the 
laws relating to Indian lands. This would include the act of July 1, 1932 (47 
Stat. 564). We heartily endorse the inclusion of the Indian lands of the Fort 
Peck Reservation in the unit, pursuant to section 9 (¢) of the said Flood Control 
Act and with the understanding that the Indian lands shall enjoy the power and 
other benefits resulting from their inclusion in the Missouri River Basin project 

lL). S. MyEr, Commissioner 


Mr. Curistinson, Thank you, Mr, Chairman, 

Mr. JENSEN. The next witness is Mr. Martin Lien. We will be glad 
to hear from you, Mr, Lien, 

Mr. Lien. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: 

My name is Martin Lien, I have resided at Frazer, Mont.. since 
1916, having homesteaded 320 acres of land, and later. entered the 
mercantile business. 


I am greatly interested in stabilizing the economy of our area. We 
have had the experience of being near a small irrigation project and 
know what a few thousand acres of irrigated land means to a surround 
ing dryland farming area. Last summer we had little rain, and crops 
growing on our dry land farms were given up as lost. Many of the 
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dryland farmers from north of Frazer came to our smail irrigation 
project to buy feed in order to be in a position to hold over, at least, 
some of their foundation stock, which they would otherwise be unab| 
to do. 

The Frazer project now has only about 6,000 acres of irrigated land, 
but will add another 12,000 acres, raising the total to 18,000 acres whe: 
the Missouri diversion dam is completed. We will then have a depend 
able source of fall and winter feed for our surrounding area. This 
will encourage more dairying of which this part of the State is in 
great need. At the present time, a substantial part of our milk is 
being shipped in from Minnesota, to supplement our local supply. 

Mr. Chairman, I will also call your attention to the need for riga- 
tion development south of the Missouri River, where the N-N irriga- 
tion district has already been formed in order to be ready to receive 
irrigation water by gravity, as soon as the diversion dam is completed 
This area is very short of stock feed. 

irrigation development will stabilize both of the areas I have me) 
tioned. It will also be of material assistance to the Indians who lease 
land, as irrigated land rentals are $5 or more per acre, while dry lands 
lease for $1 per acre. 

At this time, Mr. Chairman, with your permission I would like to 
file some statistics prepared by the Northeastern Montana Wate: 
Development Association. 

Mr. JeNseN. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statistics referred to follow:) 


MONTANA-MISSOURI DIVERSION UNI 


The following statistics are for Roosevelt, McCone, and Sheridan Counties in 
northeastern Montana where the Missouri diversion unit project is located 
Comparisons are made between 38 northeastern Montana counties and Pondera 
County because the size of counties are Comparable; topography, soil, drainage, 
elevation, growing season and precipitation are very similar, but Pondera County 
has 58,000 acres of irrigated lands, out of a total of 1,051,520 acres. 
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class 3, 38,060; class 4—P, 2,450: total, 100,000; class 5-C, 500 


The average increase in acreage per farm in Pondera is less than for three other counties because of stabil” 
ng effect of irrigation. 


Mr. Ristnc. Mr. Al Appelgren, of Wolf Point, Mont. 

Mr. Jensen. Applegran ¢ 

Mr. Rising. A-p-p-e-l-g-r-e-n. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Appelgren. 

Mr. Appetcren. My name is A. V. Appelgren. Wolf Point, 
Mont., has been my home throughout my working life where I have 
been a banker for the last 36 years, a dryland farmer for 30 years, 
and an irrigation farmer for 22 years. 

[ am appearing here today as a representative of the Northeast Mon- 
tana Water Development Association in support of an appropriation 
for continuing the construction of the Montana diversion dam on the 
Missouri River. 


My own efforts in farming, in stockraising, and irrigating on a 
moderate basis, have given me a good understanding of the — ms 
of the farmers and stock growers in northeastern Montana, and it is 
with a spirit of helping the people of my section of the State that I 
have interested myself in aiding in promoting an increase in our 
irrigated acreage. 
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Livestock has always been the foundation of our economy in north 
east Montana. We have vast areas for summer grazing on natura 
grass. Nature, also, originally provided a means for growing feed 
to carry our livestock through the winter months. Each spring flood 
water would cover a wide strip of bottom land 250 miles long on bot! 
sides of the Missouri River. After the floods subsided, these rive: 
bottom lands produced substantial quantities of hay as a result of 
floods and subirrigation. 

The building of Fort Peck Dam and Reservoir changed nature’s 
plan. Weno longer have flood and subirrigation below the dam, and, 
of course, our bottom lands above the dam are now covered with wate: 
stored in the reservoir to be released as required, for benefit of navi 
gation downstream. These releases are made too late in the seasor 
to provide subirrigation for our lands along the river below Fort Peck 

I am one of those farmers who has lost the crops of nice alfalfa 
hay I formerly produced on my bottom land through the effect of 
flood water and subirrigation. 

When I realized that I would never again have subirrigation, | 
started to develop a private irrigation system for a small acreage. 
I have had many problems during the 15 years I have been trying to 
develop this private system. I have had to relocate my pumps three 
times because of changes in the river channel. Each change of loca 
tion has required the redesigning and reconstruction of my supply 
ditches and drains. The operating and maintenance costs have, there 
fore, been very high. While my private system has not been econom 
ical, it has proven the value of irrigation to me and enabled me to stay 
in the livestock business. 

My experience has also proven that the installation of private irri 
gation pumping systems is not a satisfactory answer to the problems of 
our area. In addition to cost of changing pumping-plant locations, I 
have lost a pump and two engines in the river when high waters caved 
the banks. My efforts to protect my pumping plant by driving rows 
of piling in the river were not successful as the piling was carrie 1d aw: Ly 
through erosion and by ice the following spring. I also tried install 
ing a pump and engine on a barge, but the water in the river dropped 
rapidly and the barge settled unevenly on a sandbar, filled with water, 
and sank. 

Only a very limited number of our farmers have access to a water 
supply, and most of those that do, have no suitable location for a 
pumping plant. Few landowners are in a financial position to pay in 
cash the costs of installing a private irrigation system—they need the 
long term repayment plan of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

lherefore, winter feed for livestock in our area remains inadequate 
in supply. Livestock producers, time after time, have had to import 
hay at high cost, diminish their foundation herds, or take both courses 
to the great detriment of the livestock industry of our area, and heavy 
financial losses to themselves. 

The farmers and stock growers who need and are now asking for 
irrigation, are the ones that are making our section their year round 
homes: who are educating their children in our local schools; who are 
making their living on small and moderate-sized farms; who have a 
small herd of cattle; people who want to live on the farm and follow 
their own way of life. 
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Mr. Chairman, when I appeared before this committee in 1951, I 
mentioned the dry cycles we had been through and the effect these dry 
cycles have upon our area. I also mentioned that we are now in the 
midst of another dry cycle, and I wish to state that this dry cycle 
continues and its effect is becoming very serious and, unless we can 
proceed rapidly with development of an irrigation system so we can 
provide more moisture for the farmlands of northeastern Montana, 
ve may have another duststorm disaster. 

Some people may try to inform you that our lands are not suitable 
for irrigation, so I have brought along a few pictures to show this 
committee the kind of crops we can raise with irrigation on land 
vhere nothing but worthless cottonwood trees crew before the land 
was Cleared and placed under irrigation. 

These pictures | indicating| were taken on my farm south of Wolf 
Point, Mont. 

This first picture is of a field of oats grown by me that vielded over 

00 bushels per acre. The second picture is a field of corn, which 
when harvested and placed in a pit silo, provided 14 tons of ensilage 
per acre. Our irrigated alfalfa crops yield in excess of 4 tons per 
acre, 

The Bureau of Reclamation has done a thorough job of investigat 
ing soils, agricultural possiblities, and engineering features of the 
Missouri diversion unit. They find a high degree of economic feasi 
bility. Water can be delivered to the land at an annual cost well 
within the payment ability of the users. We are confident that the 
cnow-how developed within the Bureau of Reclamation, will result in 
a dependable and eilicient irrigation system providing a safe, abun 
dant, and dependable water supply for 100,000 or more acres of good 
land in northeastern Montana. 

Northeast Montana also needs an additional supply of water for 
other purposes, such as the following: 

(a) Municipal water supply, which has been short in practically all 
of our cities and communities in northeastern Montana, would be 
supplemented. 

(6) The construction of this project would do much to bring the 
indians of the Fort Peck Reservation out of a feeling of discourage 
ment, and give them a new feeling of hope and economic security as 
well as social advancement. 

Mr. Chairman, without irrigation our dry farms will continue to 
increase in size under one ownership and diminish in number, thus 
forcing our young people who would like to be farmers to leave the 
area, 

The development of irrigation, however, will mark the advent of : 
new era with a stabilized economy, new opportunities for young real 
ple to acquire farms and establish new homes, and this will mean added 
a vice jobs in our town as well as new business opportunities. 

Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, we urge that you 
recommend an appropriation item to keep this essential irrigation 
development moving forward. We must have funds at this time for 
the Missouri diversion dam. 

There is, however, another point that I have to cover. 

This project is no different in some respects than most other pro} 
ects. We have some opposition. 


30433— 5: pt. 4 42 
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We held a meeting at Wolf Point. Mont., a short time ago to wo1 
out a plan with the Dureau that would be agreeable to all, and that 
would still leave us a feasible project. 

It was decided to draw a line through this project, common to rang 
52-53, and exclude those east of this line and all those west of th 
line who do not want irrigation, with the understanding that they car 
be taken in, if and when they wish to be brought into the project, 
provided by Montana law. 

I wish to call the committee’s attention to a map on which we 
have shown the location of the known dissenter, along with other in- 
formation that may be of interest to you. 

The key to this map is over here [indicating ]. 

The red is Government-owned land, comprising 11 percent; the 
blue is Indian trust land, comprising 50 percent; and the green indi 
cates those favoring the irrigation development, comprising 28 per- 
cent, of course, in addition to the Government land and the Indian 
trust land. 

The opposition is in brown [indicating on map], representing 8 per- 
cent, and in those cases where the attitude is unknown it re presents 3 
percent. ‘These browns [indicating] are those that oppose it. Here 
is the line that is proposed to be drawn where we will leave these out, 
and any of those who do not want irrigation west of this line would 
be left out. 

Mr. Jensen. All right; thank you, Mr. Appelgren. 

Mr. Bunce. Who is going to farm these Indian lands in this proj 
ect, the Indians or the white men 4 

Mr. Aprencren. A plan is being worked out whereby these Indiat 
trust lands can be farmed on a lease basis by whites. Whenever an 
Indian owner does not want to irrigate, there will always be white 
stockmen who need a small tract of irrigated land and who are anxious 
to farm them because they need a winter feed supply. They want to 
come into the development and they want to provide themselves with 
the necessary and dependable winter feed that can be raised on these 
Indian trust lands. 

The submarginal lands that are within the area, too, would make 
homes for settlers who desire to make our section their home. 

Mr. Jensen. Does that complete your statement ¢ 

Mr. Arpevgren. Yes; thank you for your consideration, Mr. Chair 
liad, 

Mr. JENseN. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Norrevi. I just wanted to remark that I thought he was down 
in Arkansas taking some of these pictures on our farms. 

Mr. Jensen. Now, you only have one man who is here in opposition 
to the diversion dam, and I think that man agrees he is so greatly 
outnumbered that he should have a little more time than the fellows 
who are for it. There have been a lot of things said for it. I think it 
would only be fair to give him more time than any other witness here 
to tell us why the diversion dam is not to his hiking 

Mr. Rising. Do you want to hear him now, Mr. Chairman ¢ 

Mr. Jensen. I am afraid the time is going to run out and he will not 
get a chance totalk. 

Mr. Rising. All right; I think you should let him have his time 


now, 
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MISSOURI DIVERSION UNIT OPPOSITION 


Mr. Enoues. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Marvin L. Eneles. { live at Poplar, Mont. Iama dryland 
farmer, and have farmed in this area on the proposed project since 
1931. 

I represent »# group of dryland farmers which is going to be directly 
affected by this irrigation project. In the time I have allotted to 
me I am going to try to prove to the committee that the people of 
our area ina very large number, not 8 percent are dissenters, but that 
there are over 60 percent of dissenters in this area who will not sign 
a repayment contract, and, consequently the formation of the anti 
irrigation district. 

Mr. Jensen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Encues. The Roosevelt County Anti-Irrigation Association was 
formed in protest to the bringing in of ths Missouri-Souris project, 
comprising the Irish Coulee district and the Brockton Bench area. 

| have in my case the signed protest of 125 landowners in this area 
starting from the Chelsea Bench and east who are in opposition to 
this project. 

When it was first started the project was to irrigate a total of 
1.275.000 acres. The acreage has been reduced now to 100,000 acres. 
The acreage in the State of North Dakota has been abandoned. The 
Montana portion they claim now is 166,000 acres. That has been 
reduced recently to about 100,000 acres. Of this, 92,000 lie on the 
north side of the Missouri River, and 7,200 acres lie on the south side of 
the Missouri River, downstream from the diversion dam, which would 
be in this area | indicating on map]. 

Now, the original cost as estimated by the Bureau of Reclamation 
of this project when it was first estimated, or the estimates drawn up 
in 1942 was $23,831,000. That was the cost of this project to irrigate 
1,275,000 acres as then contemplated. 

Since that time the land in North Dakota has been found unsatis- 
factory in large amounts for irrigation and, consequently, that amount 
has been reduced. 

Now, then, on January 15 a report was received by me, written 
by James K. Carr, who, I believe, is a consultant for the Bureau of 
Reclamation here in Washington, 

Mr. Buper. He is a consultant for the Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. Eneves. Mr. Carr’s report was forwarded to Congressman 
1) Ewart, and he sent a copy tome. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has now changed the cost of the dam. 
The cost now has risen to $126,000,000 as compared to the $23,000,000 
originally estimated. That is the total cost of the project. 

The cost of the dam has been increased from $2,600,000 as of 1942 
to $9,988,000 in 1952. 

To that they have added, I understand—I have not any proof 
of it—they have added a switchyard and a power plant, but I think 
that has been stricken out. 

Then, we find in that area, the farmers who wanted to put in the 
irrigation project, the project as of today, are not the farmers who 
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would have to repay the costs of the project. At our meeting i: 
Mr. Asbury’s office he estimated the charge for irrigating this land 
at $2.21 an acre for the period of 81 years without interest. Hoy 
ever, $2.21 an acre is not the actual cost of the project as estimated by 
Mr. Carr. Mr. Asbury says the project is only going to cost half 
of the $126 million or only 867 million. At $67 million these land 
owners are going to have to pay $2.21 an acre for 81 years. A sun 
total of $179 an acre is going to be the amount of money that is going 
to be charged for every acre of this irrigated land if this project. is 
completed as shown on this map. 

Just prior to this meeting, and according to the statement of Mi 
Appelgren, a meeting was held with the dissenters of this project 
That is not a fact. A group from the Bureau, and a group of the 
proponents went over to Froid, Mont., and had a meeting with Mi 
Wallender. He is, I believe, president or manager of the Schnitzle: 
Corp. which owns and operates eight thousand-and-some-hundred 
acres of dry land, and runs 800 or 900 head of cattle. The Schnitzle: 
Corp. and the farmers in this area were all opposed to this project. | 
do not believe there is one person in this area ready to draw this 
line | indicating] through this project. Consequently they have drawn 
that line down between range lines 52 and 53, and taking out of the 
project about 40,000 acres more. 

Mr. Jensen. You have developed that pretty well, and I would 
like to ask you this question, Mr. Engles. You are a farmer? 

Mr. Encies. Tama farmer; that is right. 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres of land do you own and operate in 
this area? 

Mr. Eneirs. Right in the immediate path of this dam, in this 
area here | indicating | 800 acres, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the average acreage which the objectors own 
and operate: what is the average number of acres per farm; what 
is the size of the farms or ranches ¢ 

Mr. Eneirs. Well, the average size of the farms of the objectors 
are not as large as the farms of the proponents in this particular 
area. I would say that 800 acres would be a fair size average to pos 
sibly 1,000 acres, large enough unit to be economically sound for dr \ 
land farming w whic h, as we know, takes about 1,000 to 1,200 acres. 

Mr. Jensen. Then you would think that it is not the large land 
owners and ope rators who are the objectors, so to speak ¢ 

Mr. Enetes. The largest one I believe in the entire area is the 
Schnitzler Corp. 

Mr. JeENseEN. How many acres do they have? 

Mr. Enotes. They have around 8,000 acres in the immediate area. 
1 do not know whether all of the 8,000 acres will be affected by this. 

Mr. Jensen. Do they object to it? 

Mr. Enotes. Yes, very strenuously. That is why the line was 
drawn here in this portion of the project. In this project here we 
have Mr. Moe, a businessman of Poplar, who owns 3,600 acres. He is 
for it. The Frerich family owns about 2,500 acres, and the Lein 
family has about that same amount. 

Mr. Jensen. The thing that you are trying to tell this committee 
is that your farmers in that area, the dry- land farmers, have been 
getting along pretty well, and because of that you feel that this great 
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expenditure is not necessary, either from the Federal standpoint, or 
from the standpoint of the farmer who must eventually pay the bill? 

Mr. Enoues. That is right, and I would like to put into the record, 
if I may at this time, some of the actual irrigation projects that are 
n progress now in the vicinity of this project. 

Mr. Jensen. All right; insert what you want to in the record, and in 
correcting your remarks when you get the transcript you can enlarge on 
your statement here. 
~ Mr. Enotes. All right. 

Mr. JENSEN. Put such statements in the record at this point as you 
care to. 

Mr. Enaies. The reason that we say that this project is not fea- 
sible is because of the surrounding projects in this area. We have the 
Glasgow Irrigation District formed in 1912. I believe that Mr. Otto 
Christinson is president of that district. It has now 131 members, and 
irrigates 19,397 acres of land. The cost per acre of that land as 
estimated was $57 per acre. In 1951 they asked the Government to 
refinance the debts against that project. The original cost of the 
project was $1,106,229. A year ago they refinanced the project for 
$1,588,800, or $400,000 more than they were in debt 40 years ago. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, Mr. Engles. 

Mr. Enates. I would like to file a brief later, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes, you may do that. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


THE RipicuLovus Proposat To SPEND $126,000,000 For A PrRogecTt THE PEOPLE OF 
rHeE AREA Do Nor WANT—MISSOURI-SourRIS UNIT OF MISSOURI-SOURIS DIVERSION 
DAM PROJECT NEITHER SOUND NOR ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE 


The Roosevelt County (Mont.) Anti-Irrigation Association was formed with 
a membership of more than 125 farmers and deeded landowners in the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed project. 

The purpose of the association is to oppose construction of the Missouri-Souris 
irrigation project and to present to the Congress of the United States the facts 
relevant thereto 

The members of this association own or control more than 70 percent of the land 
and comprise more than 75 percent of the actual farmers owning land under 
the proposed project on the north side of the Missouri River in Roosevelt County, 
Mont. 


FACTS 


Quoting from a statement by James K. Carr, consultant on irrigation and 
reclamation (Bureau of Reclamation), as of January 15, 1953: 

(a) Cost has increased from $23,831,000 (1942 prices) to $126,000,000 in 1953 

(b) Cost of diversion dam has increased in same period from $2,600,000 to 
$9,998,000. Powerplant and switchyard facilities have been added at an esti 
mated cost of $8,672,000. 

(c) Area to be irrigated appears to be same as originally planned 

(d@) Elevation and change in location of dam to a point 5 or 6 miles down 
stream to result in flooding of considerably more bottom land than originally 
planned. 

The project was authorized by Congress December 22, 1944, with purpose of 
irrigating 1,275,000 acres, of which 166,000 is in Montana. Balance of this acreage 
is in North Dakota which has since abandoned the project, and Montana acre: 
figures have been reduced to 100,000, of which 92,800 acres are on the north side 
of the Missouri River in Roosevelt County. 

With the exception of the few proponents of this project, none of the people 
whose land would be affected knew the project had been actually authorized 
until they read in the newspapers that a businessmen’s delegation was in Wash- 
ington in 1952 requesting that funds be appropriated to begin construction of 
the project. 
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Mr. F. A. Asbury, project manager at the Bureau's office in Wolf Point, est 
mites the cost per acre at approximately half the amount quoted by Mr. Car: 

quoted above), or a construction cost of $179.82 per acre. Mr. Carr's estimate 
sets the cost at more than $355 per acre. 

Two irrigation projects completed by the Bureau of Reclamation on the Fort 
Peck Indian Reservation in Roosevelt County, Mont., at a cost of $28.24 and 
S3LS8S per acre, respectively, and operated for a few years, were suspended be 
cause of lack of interest, at a total loss to the Government of $434,891.11. (TI 


Poplar River and Muddy Creek projects. ) 
DATA ON NEARBY PROJECTS 


The Glasgow irrigation district, organized in 1912 with 131 members with a 
acreage of 19,397 at a cost of S57 per acre, or a total cost of $1,106,229, petitione: 
the Government last year for retinancing of $1,558,800.94. After more than 40) 
years of operation this district is now $482,571 deeper in debt than it was 40 
years aro. 

The Malta irrigation district, just west of the Glasgow and the proposed 
Missouri-Souris districts, were started in 1923 with 4090 members, 53,733 aert 
also petitioned the Government last year for refinancing of its indebtedness i 
the amount of $3,662,165 

With these facts as evidence that the proposed Missouri-Souris irrigat 
project is unsound and would never repay its construction costs, we also subm 
a letter from the late Harold L. Ickes, Secretary of the Interior, dated August 29 
1935, to Chairman Charles Eder, of the Fort Peck Tribal Council, Poplar, Mont 


THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, D. C., August 29, 1935 
Mr. CHar.es Eper, 
Chain an, Fort Pec | Tribal ( ouncil, 
Poplar, Mont 

My Drar Mr. Eper: I have received your telegram of August 20, relative to 
the prop»sed Poplar River Dam and irrigation project, Fort Peck Indian Reser 
vation, Mont. 

This project has been very carefully reviewed during the past vear for the 
purpose of determining whether or not its construction could be considered 
feasible from engineering and economic considerations. The primary objectives 
of the proponents of the project, it appears, are the benefits which would accrue 
from the expenditure of the construction cost in the section of Montana in whic! 
it is located and the insuring of an adequate supply of water for approximate]) 
24,009 acres. These features, although of considerable importance, are not 
determinative. Another important feature which must be taken into account is 
the ability of the lands to produce crops which would permit the owners to 
repay not only the cost of construction, but also the annual operation and main 
tenance charges. 

The estimated construction cost when spread over the total area of the 
project would result in a per acre cost of approximately $100. Forage is the 
only crop that can be successfully grown and it is obvious that a construction 
cost of approximately $20 to $25 per acre is the maximum amount that could be 
repaid over a 40-year period without interest. 

In view of this, as well as the fact that there appears to be a serious question 
as to the stability of the foundation of the proposed dam, I do not feel that 1 
can conscientiously recommend the construction of this project in the face of 
the need for other projects not only in Montana but throughout the countr 
which would be of more practical benefit. 

Sincerely yours. 
HaAroip L. Ickes, 
Secretary of the Interior 


This was Mr. Ickes’ reply to a concerted effort bythe same group of enthu 
siasts, now attempting to put over the proposed Missouri-Souris project, and 
who in 1935 wanted the Bureau of Reclamation to construct a new dam with 
larger water storage capacity on the defunct Poplar River project. 


DROUGHT FACTS 


Much has been made of the unfortunate conditions prevailing during the 
drought of the 1930's. Admittedly, they were bad. However, other economic 
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onditions were more to blame than lack of moisture, as is evidenced by the 
following rainfall record at Poplar, Mont., where 


records have been kept since 
1867 : 


During these past 4 years, which were even drier than the a 

10's, our area has harvested a profitable crop each year This fact is due 
evelopment of drought-resistant wheat, the introduction of weed-killing chen 
ils, and the economic stability of the farmer himself to carry out summ 

owing and other moisture-conserving practices 
The Indians of the Fort Peck Reservation are just as much opposed 
mstruction of the Missouri-Souris project within the boundaries of their 
tion as are the white farmers whose land lays 
( proposed project 
Our anti-irrigation association has more than enough names on pet 
ontrolling more than 70 percent of the white-owned 
tween ranges 48 and 49 East Montana Meridian—t 
y irrigation district, through the medium of th 
foosevelt County, Mont 


Within the immediate ar 


+} 


land Iving east of : 
» stop the formation 
e district court at Wolf 


We members of the Roosevelt County Anti-Irrigation Association ¢h 

roponents of this proposed project and the Bureau of Reclamation to 
ibstantial supporting evidence that the irrigation 
uirt, and that repayment contracts will be signe 


districts can be 
d, to justify he usking fo 
the appropriations and the letting of any further contracts for the Misson 
Souris diversion unit in Roosevelt County, Mont 

rhis humble brief is submitted by the association, and signed by 

rmer of the area for the past 23 years 

RoOoseEvELT County AntI-IRRIGATION Asso 
By Metvin L. ENGLES, Vice President 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Frerich. 

Mr. Frericu. My name is Joe Frerich. Since my opponent 
already taken up a great deal of time I will just highlight my ta 
here. 

Mr. JensEN. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Frericn. Mr. Chairman, my name is Joe Frerich. I live 
Poplar, Mont., and have lived there almost continuously since 1913 
Along with my other activities, I have been actively engaged in farm 
ing since 1921. I am appearing before your committee as a repre 
sentative of the Northeast Montana Water Development Association 
in support of an appropriation for construction of the Montana di 
version dam. 

I appeared a year ago before the Senate Interior Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Appropriations. You will find my statement on 
page 814 of the report of the Committee. In it I reviewed the havoc 
that crop failures left in northeast Montana after the drought of the 
thirties. TI also stated that the Federal Government lost more money 
through some of the relief programs such as WPA, seed loans and 
other forms of welfare during the thirties in the five northeast Mon 
tana Counties, than the present cost of the Missouri diversion dam. 
I also called attention to the losses sustained by farmers, stockmen, 
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and businessmen during that period and stated that the Government 
is still paying for the depression and crop failures of the thirties in 
the form of welfare for the dispossessed and discouraged farmers now 
living in towns with no other means of support. 

[ also said that the people of Montana want this diversion dam and 
especially the irrigation development it makes possible—that more 
than 66 percent of the land owners, holding an even larger proportion 
of the irrigable land, have signed petitions favoring the early devel 
opment of the project—that during January and February of 1952 
rural progress meetings were held throughout Montana for the pu 
pose of reviewing the history of Montana Agriculture over the past 
25 years, assessing the present situation and making recommendations 
for future development. Committees of farm people i in each county 
met to make recommendations on crop production, livestock produc 
tion, irrigation farming, general resource development, rural youth 
problems, and rural family living. Finally more than 200 commit- 
tee members from 7 northwest Montana counties met in Wolf Point 
to compile recommendations for the area. It is significant that almost 
every committee touched on the need for water-resources development. 
I quoted from the recommendations as follows: 

* * * Increased development of all water-resource possibilities because of its 
tendency to stabilize agriculture in the area; 

We should encourage proper land use under all types of irrigation, crop land, 
and range land. 

* * * Montana water resources should be developed at the earliest possible 
moment. Irrigation development should be accelerated * * * rapid completion 
of projects proposed or under construction by Bureau of Reclamation, Indian 
Service, Soil Conservation Service, and State water board. 


Please bear in mind that after a period of 12 years, 10 of which have 
been considered good, that the farm people in northwest Montana 
are of one mind in favoring early development of every possible water 
resource. Senator Hayden commented on my statement as follows: 


It is unfortunate that there are not, due to the turnover in the membership 
of the present Congress, those who were here during the years when we had to 
consider the drought problem in that great area. Most of them are gone. But 
my memory is perfectly vivid on what you stated about the conditions there. 1 
know in our experience in Arizona before we developed the great Salt River 
project, there were dry years. 

Mr. Jensen. Wait just a minute. Now, that man said that he 
wished there were folks in Congress who were here during the dust 
storms. 

I may say that I was in the State of lowa running a lumberyard 
in asmall town at that time, and I remember very well the dust storms 
that blew in from the west even as far as my place, and much farther 
east. I remember days when the sun was almost obscured even in the 
State of Iowa, and I also remember at that time that the good people 
in my vicinity, in my trading territory, brought grain by the carload 
into my lumberyard, and I handled most of it myself. We piled it 
along the driveway in stacks, corn, wheat, and oats, and every kind 
of a crop that we raised in the State of Iowa, and the folks who did 
not raise crops, the townpeople, brought sacks of flour, corn meal, and 
things of that nature, and we piled it up, as I say, along both sides of 
the drivew ay in my lumberyard. From those contributions, from the 
hearts of the people in my country, in my trade territory, we shipped 
two full carloads of grain, flour, and corn meal to the people in South 
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Dakota and other States. The people of Iowa did that from a very 
short crop in the State of Lowa. 

So, I remember very well the results of the dust storms in your area. 
It is not necessary that we have more people here in Congress today 
to remember those days, because there are still many Members of 
Congress who remember those dreadful days and, accordingly, that 
is one reason why the members of this committee and the Congress 
have been, I would say, very liberal in appropriating money for irri- 
vation, reclamation, and the other needs for the benefit of and the 
development of your area. 

Mr. Frericn. | saw fields die, horses pawing the roots of alfalfa to 
try to get something to eat. When you see what drought can do to a 
country, you know what a terrific calamity it is. If vou could realize 
that and know that they do recur, it would be clear that we are fully 
justified in taking action such as is proposed here. 

I would also like to call attention to an article by M. M. Kelso, 
agricultural economist, Montana Experiment Station, published 
booklet entitled “Montana Agriculture in Mid Century” 

Has Montana rural life made its peace with the climate? Droughts are in 
evitable, their length, severity, and frequency are unknown. At earlier times 
during the past 50 years, Montana rural people have felt they finally had learned 
how to make a living under Montana conditions, only to be brought up short 
and harshly by another drought. Tow severe and how long a drought cycle can 
he take and still be able to buy fuel and repairs for his equipment, pay higher 
taxes for roads, schools, and government, pay for the education of his children 
in town, pay medicine and hospital care, buy all those things that are a part 
of his good life, help the children get started and save for old age? 

Another article in the same booklet by Roy E. Hoffman, also an 
economist from the Montana Agricultur i Experiment Station, states: 

The intensified irrigation areas of Montana are among our finest agricultural 
resources. It is in these areas where per-acre returns are high that the value 
of irrigation is most obvious. In addition to high-value crops, irrigated lands are 
the basis for an increasingly important livestock-fattening industry in Montana 
The importance of irrigation goes far beyond the irrigated lands. Irrigated 
acres add greatly to the economic value of much of Montana’s grassland. In 
fact, the natural land use pattern in much of the State is one where irrigation 
and grasslands are tied together in a single operating unit. The irrigated lands 
which provide the hay and feed crops for our livestock ranches add immeas 
urably to the stability of our agricultural economy. Water is one of the keys 
perhaps the master key—to the continued development and progress of Montana. 
Our problem is to use our water resource in such a way as to secure the maximum 
henefits for agriculture and the economy of the State. 

In approaching the conclusion of my statement, may I illustrate 
our urgent need for additional irrigation in northeast Montana by 
showing you a few small pictures. 

First, snapshots of two fields of alfalfa on the same farm in north 
east Montana. The top picture shows a field where an attempt was 
made to grow alfalfa on land which received its moisture supply 
through rainfall only. The lower picture shows a field on the same 
farm where only a very limited amount of irrigation water was sup- 
plied. One field has a good crop and the other has nothing worth 
harvesting. 

I now call attention to a field of dry- -land corn growing with re 
serve aolebenre only from previous year’s summer fallow operation. 
The second picture shows an excellent field of alfalfa not far from 
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the cornfield illustrated in the first picture, but which was supplied 
with floodwater irrigation from a small storage farm reservoir. 

Finally, may I show the committee what happens in northeast Mon 
tana when the moisture fails and the duststorms come, with result not 
only crops lost, but entire farms destroyed. 

We have now waited 10 years since the Missouri-Souris project 
was authorized for construction. The need for irrigation is great, 
and, therefore, on behalf of the Northeast Montana Water Deve lop 
ment Association, I urge the committee to include in this appropria 
tion bill for the Bureau of Reclamation, the budget item of $5,263,000 
for construction of the Missouri diversion unit. 

Mr. Jensen. All right, thank you, Mr. Frerich. 

Mr. Ristnc. Do you want to show those pictures / 

Mr. Fri RICH, Yes: I have a few pictures here. ] clo not think 
s necessary to show them to the chairman because he has seen them 
ind knows what they are like. They are all self-explanatory. 

Mir. Jensen. I have been in your great State many times looking 
nto matters of interest to this committee. 

Mr. Frericn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee. With your permission I submit for the record the fol 
howling statement: 


Che Montana-Missouri diversion unit has always been talked of in terms 
of about 100,00 acres, as Mr. James K. Carr, consultant for the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives, mentions in his 
etter of January 15, 19538, to Congressman Wesley A. D’Ewart, but it is pro 
posed and designed to ultimately irrigate an additional 45,000 acres of Missour 
River bottom land and bench land 

The Mo mtana unit in 1949 received $416,000 appropriation and contract au 
thority of $4,363,000 granted Again in 1950, $1,000,000 was apprepriated and 
impounded on account of “no new starts.” Again in 1951, it was the same 

$2,000,000 was appropriated in 1952 for 1955) fiscal year No appre 
priation has been asked for on the North Dakota portion of the Missouri-Souris 

The big majority of farmers are for the Missouri diversion unit, including 

the large landowners, except a corporation farmer. In the past 20 years, 
163 farm units have disappeared or a decline in population of 48 percent. At 
a series of rural progress meetings held by Montana Pxtension Service a vear 
ago, over 200 farmers went on record for water development in this area. Dry 
land farming methods tend to squeeze out the small operator. 

An opponent testified he was in possession of a petition signed by 125 names 
of farmers owning an average of SOO acres each, or a total acreage in oppositior 
of 100,000: while the Bureau at the present time proposed to irrigate only 92,800 
acres on the north side of the Missouri River. Ownership records show 11 
percent of this to be Government owned (submarginal), 50 percent Indian 
trust potent, and only 39 percent white owned. Letters to our congressional] 
delegation prove conclusively that 66 percent of fee title landowners favor 
the project in the proposed area west of range line 52 and 53 


Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman, T want to show you a map with dots 
across the entire area. There are 90 of those dots, and each one of 
them represents a man who has written or telegraphed the Montana 
delegation in Congress asking that this project be built as quickly 
as nossible, 

We have reproduced 44 of those letters. T am not going to ask 
vou to put them in the record, but T am going to leave with you three 
copies of those letters and ask that only a few comments be put in the 
record. 


Mr. Jensen. All right 
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(The matter above referred to follows :) 

In addition to the direct testimony offered here today, we wish to file with 
the committee, photostats and typed copies of 44 letters addressed to Congress 

an D’Ewart urging construction of the irrigation unit. We quote briefly 


r the record as follows 


Vo. 1. Albert F. and Era Mae Smith 

‘Last vear we were unable to get any dry land hay for our cattle, and if it 
ere not for the feed we got off our irrigated lands, we surely would have gone 

debt in buying feed. In fact for 2 vears we have spent in the neighborhood 
f $1,000 in buying feed which has reduced the price of the sale of our cattle in 
he fall.” 
Vo. 2. Milton Siljenberg 

“Many times have I seen the need of a dependable source of feed for winter 
use. We have just passed through a wet period and entering a dryer one. A 
stabilized agriculture here would mean much to the surrounding territory.” 


No. 8. George and Geraldine Shanks 

“We have farmed here for the past 30 vears and also have a couple hundred 
head of cattle. It is quite a problem to get enough feed to pasture them and 
vinter them during dry years.” 


Vo. 4. J. M. Nass 

Don't overlook all the small fellows that don’t have a chance to speak for 
hemselves on things of this kind. The majority of the people in this area 
ant and expect this project to be built 


Vo. 5. O. GC. Johnson 

“While I have owned a quarter section of land within this proposed district 
some 35 vears, about all I have realized from it is a 15-cent per acre grazing fee 
Most vears I had no revenue at all as it was too dry to grow grass. This land 
s well adapted to irrigation.” 
Ben Irvin 

‘We now lease land about 15 miles from home for irrigating to furnish hay 


for our dairy herd. Last year it was dry and we fed hay the year around.” 


Vo. 6. H. H. Brown 
Tama farmer and stockman and feel that my operation will never be secure 
vithout some irrigation to provide feed for my livestock.” 


Vo. 7. Lions Club 


Our Lions Club, which is composed of farmers, businessmen, and professional 
men, wants you to know that we are in favor of the continuance of : 
struction of the Missouri River diversion dam and that the sentiment in this 
irea is no different than it was when our people signed up in favor of this 


project ” 
Vo. &. Wolf Point Chamber of Commerce 

‘We have never relaxed our efforts to encourage irrigation for northeast 
Montana and sincerely believe that such a development is vital to a sound 
economy in this area.” 


Vo. 9. City of Wolf Point 
“Due to an unforeseen increase in population brought about by oil discovery, 
we, as a city, are going to be more in need of this project than ever before.” 


Vo. 10. Women’s Civrie Club 

“The Missouri-Souris project is important to the membership of the Wom 
en's Civic Club. We have a cross-section membership whose husbands are busi 
nessmen, farmers, professional men—in short, we want this project to go 
through.” 


Vo. 11. Rathert Schreiber Co. 

“First of all, we as property owners wish to express appreciation for the 
efforts that you have put forth to bring about the N-N irrigation project 
As stockmen we realize more than ever the need for this project to stabilize a 
feed supply in this area.” 
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12. Traders State Bank of Poplar, Mont. 

“We are also vitally interested in the general welfare and progress of ou 
customers surrounding this city and the overall improvement of the territor 
in general.” 

No. 13. Continental Land Co. 

“The livestock industry in this area has not always enjoyed an adequat: 
supply of winter feeds and in periods of drought, which will return again arn 
again, our summer pastures do not make enough growth to carry but a fraction 
of the normal livestock population.” 

No. 14. John Stensland 

“During the past few years I have been raising feed for my cattle on irrigated 
land near Oswego, Mont., and am of the frank opinion that I could not be ir 
the cow business today if it were not for irrigation. A guaranteed feed supply 
is a must for anyone raising beef in this area and irrigation is the only way 
to stabilize this important factor in northeast Montana that I know of.” 


No. 15. Kip Hinton 

“We have suffered several bad winters and dry summers which depleted thx 
feed situation for cattlemen. Irrigation, we feel, would insure ample feed at a 
reasonable price per ton.” 


No. 16. Robert Dumont 


“As my land is now dry farmland we have an extremely difficult time i: 
producing sufficient crops to make a decent living.” 


No. 17. Mr. and Mrs. Fred Folster 


“Our home and lands are located about 5 miles east of Wolf Point and our 
main source of income is from cattle. This past year was the worst as fur is 
trying to cut enough dryland hay for my stock. We are not dryland farmers as 
we have done this before and have gone broke because of insufficient amount of 
moisture.” 


Mr. Ristne. Now, a year ago, you will recall, Mr. Chairman, that I 
presented to the members of this committee a brief. I want to present 
three additional copies of it because I am sure that Congressman Budge 
did not get a copy, and there may be some others who would like to 
have a copy. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Ristnc. I only have a page of comment regarding that, and | 
would like to put it in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, you will recall that at the hearing before this committee on 
February 6, 1952, the committee was presented copies of a 70-page brief containing 
endorsements of the Missouri diversion dam on the part of the Governor, Legis 
lature of Montana, city administrations, public schools, stockmen’s associations 
clubs, farmers, and businessmen. 

At this time we would like to present to the new members of this committee 
copies of the 1952 brief on Missouri diversion dam, Montana. 

For the record we will call attention to page 1, a letter from Governor Bonner, 
from which we quote: “I believe that these projects represent fine investments 
on the a of the Unite” States because they strengthen the economy of the State 
and the Nation.’ 

On page 6 will be found a resolution passed by the Legislature of Montana 
urging that funds be made available for construction of the unit. Also statements 
of the Board of Commissioners of Roosevelt County and Roosevelt Stockmen’s 
Association shown on pages 13 and 14. The stocknien say: “There are many 
thousands of acres of range land in Roosevelt County that are not being used. 
They would be used if there were water development and a permanent feed base.” 

The need for improved water and sewer systems for the schools in town and 
communities of northeast Montana is stressed in letters on pages 19 and 29 
of the brief. 

The cities of Glasgow, Poplar, and Wolf Point are on record on pages 21, 
and 30 as urging funds for construction of the unit to stabilize the economy 
of the area, and supply additional quantities of water for municipal purposes. 


23. 
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Mr. Chairman, we know that you and several members of your committee have 
read the statements, which include scores of endorsements that I do not have 
time to quote. We urge that the new members of the committee also consider 
this brief in connection with other testimony relating to construction of the 
diversion dam. 

Mr. JENSEN. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rising. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the time you have given 
us. 

Mr. Buper. The committee will be glad to hear from our colleague, 
Congressman Metcalf, of Montana, at this time. 


RTATEMENT OF HON. LEE METCALF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Mercatr. As you know, Mr. Chairman, I represent the First 
District in Montana, which has been so ably represented before this 
committee by Senator Mansfield for the past 10 years, and I wish to 
join my colleagues, Mr. D’Ewart and Senator Mansfield and Senator 
Murray, in expressing my support for these departmental requests for 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion in Montana. 

As has been customary, and as Mr. D’Ewart has told you, we regard 
these requests for appropriations in Montana as statewide, and so I 
want to emphasize that whether they are in my district or in Mr. 
D’Ewart’s district I give full and unequivocal support to the lower 
Marias project, the Missouri diversion unit, Yellowtail Dam, and the 
Fort Peck project. I have covered those in a prepared statement that 
I shall file with the committee, and I do not want to take up the time 
of the committee to go into detail now. 

I support Mr. Rising’s testimony here and also that of Judge EI- 
well, with whom I have had fine associations on the bench. 

I want to also emphasize that I support appropriations for the 
Helena-Great Falls-Canyon Ferry project, the Sun River project, the 
Hungry Horse Dam, and the Three Forks-Crow Creek pumping unit. 

As a result of the understanding and the recognition by this com 
mittee of the needs of Montana, I believe Hungry Horse Dam will 
bring about a new era in our economic de velopment there. We are 
going to spread 285,000 kilowatts of power through the Bonneville 
orid. We are going to be able to develop an aluminum plant at Co- 
lumbia Falls which will bring in new industry and new development, 
not only into Montana, but into the economic and strategic life of the 
Northwest and the Nation as a whole. We urge that they be com- 
pleted as soon as possible. 

My only difference with the appropriation request is in the Crow 

‘reek pumping unit. The Crow Creek pumping unit is now pro- 
vided for at a cost of about $2 million for the irrigation of 5,000 
acres. At a cost of $600,000 additional, we could irrigate 3,300 more 
acres. We could replace and more than replace the partly irrigated 
land that was flooded as a result of the Canyon Ferry Dam. 

I have had this matter called to your attention and to the attention 
of the Administration, as have others in my district. I wish that 
money could be made available to at least survey the possibility of 
the enlargement of the Crow Creek pumping project which would 
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make for cheaper per acre development of that important irrigatio 
project. 

[ am not going to take up any more of the time of the committee, 
as we have experts in this field waiting to testify. My colleagues fron 
the House and the Senate and you members of the committee ar 
familiar with this program. I ask leave to file my prepared stat 
ment for the record. 

Mr. Buper. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Metcalf follows :) 


MONTANA Fiscat YEAR 1954 Bupeer, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


The people of my district are deeply interested in three reclamation project 
for which construction funds are requested. These are the Hungry Horse project 
the Helena-Great Falls-Canyon Ferry project, and the Crow Creek pumping un 

Hungry Horse Dam is located on the South Fork of the Flathead River m 
Kalispell, Mont It will provide 285,000 kilowatts of power at the site, Ai 
additional 500,000 kilowatts will be generated from downstream powerplants 
through water controlled by Hungry Horse Reservoir. The estimated total cost 
of this multipurpose project, the urgent need for which is self-evident, is almos 
$105 million. We need only $673,000 to complete all construction work on thi 
project neluding installation of the two remaining 71,250-kilowatt generat: 
units scheduled to be placed in service in August and November of this year 

Multipurpose Canyon Ferry Iam is going up in the Missouri River near Helena 
Mont., 55 miles downstream from the point where the Jefferson, Madison, at 
Gallatin Rivers unit to form the Missouri. Canyon Ferry Reservoir will provide 
storage capacity of more than 2 million acre-feet for control of floodwaters 
The water impounded in the reservoir will ultimately make possiMe the develo) 
ment of almost 311,000 acres of new land and the furnishing of a supplementary 
vuter supply to 196,300 acres of presently irrigated land. Construction starter 
in fiscal 1948. Each year since then additional appropriations have been made 
The total cost of the project is estimated at more than $29 million. Appropria 
tions to the end of fisen] 1953 amount to some $28 million. First storage of 
floodwater in Canyon Ferry Reservoir will be during the runoff this spring 
Powerplant equipment is being installed with first generation of power scheduled 

ing fiscal 1954. We need $957,000 to practically complete the project during 
fiscal 1954 

{ companion of Canyon Ferry Dam is the Crow Creek pumping unit which 
will provide irrigation water for 5,020 acres of new land near Toston, Mont., it 
lien of existing lands being flooded by the Canyon Ferry Reservoir. As you 
know from the provisions placed in Canyon Ferry appropriation bills, the Crow 
Creek unit is to be completed so that the Canyon Ferry Reservoir and power 

lant can be operated at full capacity without any loss to the irrigation economy 
of the area. The total cost of the Crow Creek unit is estimated at just unde 
*2 million Appropriations te date total S986,523. We need $673,000 for fisca 
1954 to practically complete the project and provide irrigation water to the new 
iand next spring. 

At this point, I should like to insert portions of a letter from Mr. J. G. Braley 
of Townsend, Mont., on behalf of extending this unit: 


TOWNSEND, Mon’ February 3. 795 
Hon. LEE METCALF, 
Vember of Congress, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Lee: lam writing you in behalf of a group of Crow Creek Valley ranchers 
who are interested in getting the present Crow Creek pumping unit extended t 
provide supplemental irrigation to about 3,300 acres of land. Preliminary reé 
ports would indicate the cost to be not very great compared to the proposed 4,000 
to 5,000-acre project now under construction Furthermore, it would be ver 
acceptable as these people already irrigate and are set up for it. * . 

It is my impression that a petition has been signed requesting this actior 
from the Bureau -* 

J.G. BRALFY 


I share Mr. Braley’s feelings in this proposed extension and should like to see 


this appropriation increased by an amount necessary to do the job. 
I am also concerned with the investigations and plans for future reclamatio! 
work in Montana. We have in phase B four units ready for construction, Ten 
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thers are not vet ready for construction but are being prepared In ph ise ( 
nder investigation, are 88 units. The estimated total cost of these projects is 
ore than $720 million 

Phase B investigations are performed to develop definite plans for individual 
nits of the Missouri River Basin pro ect which are being made ready for con 
truction They include repayment negotiations and other negotiations wit! 
val interests, detailed surveys and preparation of definite plans, and final 
esigns for initial construction features and other preconstruction work which 
ist be undertaken before the unit is ready for the beginning of construction 


investigations consist of such activities as continuing review of and 


lding to the data collected by previous surveys and investigations; compiling 
f economie data : detailed land classification of irrigable areas : drainage studies 
letailed mapping surveys of dam, reservoir, canal, and other structure sites 
nd of irrigable land areas: gathering geological data: establishing pumping 
plant, dam, canal, powerplant, powerline, and other structure locations ; prepara 
on of maps, charts, and graphs for analysis purposes: preparation of firm 


ost estimates: analysis and assembly of data into definite plan reports ; prepara 


on of designs, estimates, and construction specifications; study of repayment 
ipabilities of beneficiaries of development and preliminary negotiations lead 
to a repayment contract, and all other work prerequisite to actual cor 
struction 
The bringing tovether of such investigations results in a definite plan f 
signs and estimates, issnance of specifications, orderly construction programs 
epayment capabilities, and logical operations and maintenance methods 
\ cut in funds for investigation work will resu!t in serious disorganization and 
delay which would have a serious effect in completing this necessary work 
Mr. Chairman, the need for more irrigated land becomes greater in Mo 
nd this Nation as time goes on and we must feed more people By 197 
population is expected to reach 200 million, an increase of one-third ove 
present figure. There is some doubt as to whether we will be able to feed all 
people even if we bring under cultivation every acre susceptible to irrigation 
As you know, Montana cannot provide itself with forage to carry its livest 
dairy products and vegetab'es without irrigation. A hard winter either k 
ts livestock or requires expensive importation of feed And a sever drought 
eyvele of dry years—would be completely ruinous to the economy of our St 
ised, as if is, up nericulture 
Construction of ‘ee other important projects for which appropria 
een requested a rare vital to our economy 
One of these Ye'lowtail Dam. which could be producing 200.000 kilowatts of 
ver, thus alleviating a power shortage in the Northwest and aiding in develop 
ment of critical metals in western Montana Chromium, nickel, manganese 
molybdenum, and tungsten—to name a few—need low-cost power for their pre 
duction. A lack of these metals has been handicapping the United States fer 
vears. For that reason alone, Yellowtail Dam should have a high priority. On 
tremendous buildup of industrial might in World War IT was based upon the far 
sighted construction of such projects 
Of the budget request before you, $7.461,000 is for the lower Marias unit, whicl 
will use water from the Marias River to irrigate 127,000 acres of dry farmland 
north central Montana. A total of $5,263,000 is proposed for the Missouri diver 
sion unit It would divert water from the Missouri River below Fort Peck and 
i it I} if he . ! lat it b rad 1 Some TAR.OOO acres of land whicl 
ndes the 100.000 seres of the Missouri diversion unit. will be irrig: 
Vontana Knoungeh additional water can be diverted to irrigate 1,108,000 
North Dakota if it should he decided to do so 


SONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, FrscaAL YEAR 1954 PROGRAM IN M 


Exactly $264,000 in the Bonneville Power Administration budget for 
is scheduled for facilities in my district 

That is not a large sum, but it is extremely important to western Mont 
includes funds for building a line from Bonners Ferry to Troy extendin 
to Columbia Falls and other facilities 

Iam sure that the projects proposed by Bonneville for other areas in the | 
Northwest that are contained in this budget are just as vital as those 
district. The new supply of low-cost power is needed by farmers and 
and will bring new or perhaps better service to remote areas 
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Bonneville is now marketing 60 percent of the power generated in the Pacifi 
Northwest. It is thus a vital part of the total power setup in the region. It 
not only sells to public bodies but supplies a considerable portion of the power 
sold by the private utilities. It also serves vital defense installations such as 
the Hanford Engineering Works, the Bremerton shipyard, and the like. 

In the Northwest it has been demonstrated that public power agencies can 
live by side with private companies, each helping the other and adding to the 
protits of both. This is true in my State where the Montana Power Co. has a 
contract with the Bonneville Power Administration for 50,000 kilowatts of 
Hungry Horse power. Federally generated power flows over the lines of pri 
vate companies and vice versa. Both are engaged in supplying a vital com 
modity for which demand is constantly increasing. 

Private enterprise has the facilities to meet only a portion of the demand and, 
therefore, the Federal Government and other public agencies must undertake 
extensive responsibilities in the generation and transmission of electric energy 
in this region. Since the bulk of the generation is hydroelectric power, thy 
Federal Government, as custodian of our rivers, must carry out this 
responsibility. 

The Bonneville Power Administration has carried out its share of this re 
sponsibility with a high degree of efficiency ever since the completion of Bonne 
ville and Grand Coulee powerplants. Its transmission system has grown wit! 
the years under authorization of the Congress. Hence the Congress should 
continue to support the agency. That is why I heartily suggest that the Mem 
bers of this House approve Bonneville’s budget request in its entirety. 


Fiscal 1954 budget program facilities in Montana (First Congressional District) 


Item No. and item Amount 
145. Hungry Horse-Hot Springs communications eh $33, 000 
146. Hot Springs switching station ie se detent sacle detaemkbonicir ean 17, 000 
633. Bonners Ferry-Troy line (115 kilovolts) _.._-..---__________--_- 29, 000 
Troy substation racine nepeeicmuerts 37, 000 
636. Columbia Falls service ie 103, 000 


810. Hot Springs maintenance and auto storage buildings and auto 


repair shop dvioaanecarwe’e het ik lackitmaneseiaiok 45. 000 


Total : aces 264, 000 


Similar treatment should be accorded other Department of the Interior agencies 
also concerned with Montana development. These include the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the National Park Service, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service needs $788,324 for work in Montana during fisca! 
1954. Of this amount, $410,000 is for needed wildlife and fish restoration and 
management programs which the Montana Fish and Game Department will carry 
out. Other large amounts include $137,369 for operation and maintenance of 
fish-cultural stations at Bozeman, Creston, Ennis, and Miles City. Then there is 
$104,767 for operation and maintenance of national wildlife refuges. 

In this connection, I call your attention to the extension of my remarks in the 
Congressional Record on February 3, 1953, in which I noted the failure to properly 
provide for studies of the effect of the water resources development program on 
fish and game in the upstream areas. I read into the record a letter on this sub 
ject from Mr. Charles K. Phenicie, senior fisheries biologist, Montana Department 
of Fish and Game. 

Mr. Albert M. Day, Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, told me, by letter dated 
February 26, that the Service has begun surveys on the Libby Dam project in 
Montana in cooperation with the State department of fish and game. He said 
further: “We will continue this work next fiscal year on an accelerated scale if 
we are in a financial position to do so.” 

Mr. Chairman, the Service must be placed in a financial position to do this job 
or we are in danger of losing valuable fish and game resources. 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs must have $4,540,161 for work in Montana this 
coming fiscal year. This includes $2,327,555 for health, education, and welfare 
services, among them $250,000 programed for a tuberculosis contract with the 
sanatorium at Galen, Mont., and $389,082 for education. Resources management 
will take $1,145,971, administration $334,635. 

It will take $1,698,135 to operate Glacier National Park during fiscal 1954. 
This includes $963,200 for construction, $433,900 for maintenance and rehabilita- 





tion, $301,035 for management and protection of a national park which was 
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d by nearly 631,000 persons dur 


mind vou also that during fiscal 1952 the park produced more than $92,000 11 
venue for the Government 


Mr. Mercar. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and get tlemet 


the committee. 


the travel vear ended last September 350 


YELLOWTAIL DAM 


Mr. Risinc. Now we have three witnesses here who want to very 
efly tell the committee somethn oO about the need for the Yellow 
| project. 

Mr. Buper. Just a moment. Mr. Rising. In view of the testimony 
f Mr. Engles which, fo me, was quite surprising, I am going to 
equest the committee clerk to check the authorization of the Missouri 

version dam. 

\s | understand Mr. Eneles, this project originally envisioned 

eating 1.275.000 acres at a cost of $22 million. 

Now he tells us that the acreage has been reduced from 127500 

res to 100,000 acres. and vet the estimate for the completion of the 
roiect has risen from $22 million to $126 million. 

Now. if this were a project under the Reclamation Act with that 
mnge Mm the overall picture, this committee would be required to 

ive a reauthorization of the project by the Congress emanating 
rom the legislative committees, and I am vong to ask the clerk to 

eck up on that and see just how far the committee can go on these 
Missour! River Basin projects when the original authorization and 
estimates have been changed as greatly as they have been in this 

stance, I think the committee owes the duty to the Congress to 
ee that these authorizations proceed, at least, In some sense In con 
formity with the original plan and the original estimates. Do you 
ave any comment on that? 

Mr. RISING. Yes, sir, I have. 

Mr. Buper. IT would be glad to hear you. 

Mr. RISING. It Was never contemplated, of course, Mr. Chairman. 
hat there would be over 1 million acres irrigated in Montana. The 
irgvest part of this project, something like 1 million acres, is i 
North Dakota. 

Mr. Buper. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Risinc. I cannot vive you the figure on the exact acreage 
riginally proposed to be irrigated in Montana, but I do not think 
t varies greatly. We will be glad to supply the figure for the 
record, but it was nowhere near the 1.200.000-acre figure Mr. Engles 
mentioned. 

Mr. Buper. Was this in Montana or somewhere else ? 

Mr. Risinc. They are still contemplating irrigating in the neigh 
borhood of 1 million acres in North Dakota. It is true that the exact 
acreage is not the same, that is, the location of it. Phey found 
everal hundred thousand acres between Minot and the State line to 
be unsuitable for irrigation due to drainage troubles, and now they are 
substituting for that an equal amount of land north and east of 
Minot. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Engles, I do not want to delay the committee at this 
time, but I am sure that the committee would be happy to have you 
‘over that subject more fully in your statement to be filed with the 

committee. 
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Mr. Enotes. I was just about to leave with you a statement by M: 
Clark in which he summarizes very briefly and in short his views. 

Mr. Buper. Are you agreeable to leaving this with the committee 
as part of the file, and not part of the record / 

Mr. Eneues. Yes; I will leave that. I will have to take out some 
correspondence that is attached, but I will leave it with the committee 

Mr. Buper. That is fine. 

Proceed with the other witnesses. 

Mr. Ristne. Mr. Bert Kronmiller, of Hardin, Mont. 

Mr. Kronmitier. My name is Bert W. Kronmiller. I am a membe: 
of, and am here representing, the Big Horn County Chamber of Con 
merce, of Hardin, Mont. 

The proposed Yellowtail Dam and irrigation project is located on 
the Crow Indian Reservation in Big Horn County, Mont. I have 
resided in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project for the last 
36 years. Likewise, I have been engaged in the practice of law on the 
Crow Indian Reservation for the past 22 years. This has resulted in 
a daily association and communication with the Crow Indians. 

The record heretofore made by the Reclamation Service and othe: 
governmental agencies and the evidence previously entered, and now 
presented, disc loses the value of the Yellowtail project to the economy 
of Montana, Wyoming, and the Dakotas locally, and to the entire 
Nation as a whole. However, I call your attention to a specific local 
situation which I deem of more than ordinary importance. 

Specifically, time is an essential element in obtaining the right-of 
way for the project in order to prevent the embarrassing situations 
which have arisen in the construction of other similar projects, causing 
delay and unnecessary expensive litigation. Advantage can and must 
be taken of the opportunity which now presents itself in acquiring the 

right-of-way or title to the location. Unlike many other reservoir and 
Pi sites, Yellowtail project destroys little, if any, habitable lands. 
To support that statement, I now here present to the committee several 
photographs of the proposed dam and reservoir site. 

It has been said that development of the project will not proceed 
until arrangements have been made with the Crow Tribe for acquiring 
the reservoir and dam site. Whether that statement is true or false, 
this is the opportune time to acquire the site for the Yellowtail Reser- 
voir and dam. I base that statement upon the following facts: 

First, the dam itself and a large portion of the reservoir will be 
located on Crow Indian tribal lands. On the other had, numerous 
tracts of land to be irrigated from the completed project will censist 
of lands allotted to individual Crow Indians. <A large number of these 
Indian allottees are now deceased. Consequently, such deceased allot 
ments are now owned by the decedents’ heirs, and, in many cases, by 
the heirs of deceased heirs. Because of this situation, a large numbe1 
of the members of the entire tribe are owners of undivided fractiona| 
interests in these allotted lands. Already many of these living heirs 
have made, and are now in the process of making, applications to sell 
such dead Indian allotments. These fractional Indian owners fully 
recognize the fact that if initial funds are made available for the com 
mencement of the Yellowtail project lands susceptible to irrigation 
will immediately increase in value which has resulted therefrom be- 

cause of the present demand by purchasers for irrigated lands. 
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Second, as a further result of the demand for irrigated lands by 
nant farmers, the Indian landlord of the present generation fully 
omprehends the value of the increase in ine i to himself in the leas 
ing of productive irrigated lands over that of leasing the same lands 
hich were formerly arid. 

Third, I call Ag attention to the fact that the Crow Indian is a 

ative of the area. By experience, he recognizes the existence of the 

-year drought cycle which prevails in southeastern Montana, Dur- 
ng the recent winter months many members of the Crow Indian Tribe 

ave reminded me that the time had arrived for the beginning of 

nother drought, which would result in an increased demand by tenant 
farmers for leasing of Indian irrigated lands. , 

a ause of these features of local existing conditions, the acquiring 
of right-of-way for the proposed location of Yellowtail should be 
Le“ nied immediately. 

Mr. Buner. I am happy to have you make that clarification, Mr. 
Kronmiller, in regard to your statement that development of the Yel- 
lowtail project will not proceed until arrangements have been made 
with the Crow Tribe for acquiring the reservoir and dam site. 

I do not want you people from Montana to feel I am passing upon 
the merits of the Yellowtail project. From what I know of it, it is 
a very deserving project, but I cannot condone the expenditure of 
better than $3 million by the Sarean of Reclamation until they had 
arenes the difficulties which were expressly imposed upon them 
by the act of Congress, | 

Mr. Kronmaiuirr. I recognize, Mr. Chairman, that it was written 
into the law in 1948, and is the law. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Kronmiller, in your opinion, how long would it 
take to get the consent of the Crow Tribe for the building of this 
project. 

Mr. Kronmitter. I believe with proper negotiation, the right-of- 
way for the dam and for the reservoir could be obtained within a 
short time. I believe that action would be taken by the Crow Tribe 
in a short time after a hearing before the tribe and an explanation, 
provided funds were available to deal with them immediately. 

Mr. Bouncer. What do you figure will be the total expenditure nec- 
essary to get that consent? 

Mr. Kroniiier. Well, that has been estimated by the Reclamation 
Service and the Indian Service, and I believe it has been fixed : 
$1,500,000, to acquire the right-of-way. 

Mr. Buper. From your association with the Crow Indians, do you 
feel that the Indians will accept the $1,500,000, which is called for 
in this bill, as the total obligation of the Government in acquiring the 
necessary properties? 

Mr. Kronmitter. I believe they will accept that amount for the 
right-of-way. 

Mr. Buner. Thank you. 

Mr. Norretu. I do not want to do anyone an injustice here, but this 
project, as has been stated here, was estimated to cost $126 million. 
What I am trying to get to is this: According to our figures here, if 
I am correct, that will mean that the land itself, for irrigation, would 
have to stand about _ 150 per acre? 

Mr. Ristne. Mr. Norrell, which project are you referring to? 

Mr. Norretx. This Missouri diversion unit. 
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Mir. Ristnc. No. sir. The amount to be repaid by the water u 
s not anywhere near that amount, because a large amount Is t 
repa d by power revenues from this diversion powerplant. 

Mr. NORRI LL. th these floures which were presented to us on NM 
12, 1953, the present estimated cost of the project is listed as by 
$126,655.000, and you have the allocation of cost, as follows: In 
tion, SOLlLOvz5.000: power, $12,546,000: recreation, $85,000: muni 


S29T.O000: unallocated, °62.712.000. That has got to come from si 


where. 

Mr. Risinc. The figures that have been given to us recently are 
anvwhere near $126 million. The figure that we have been given f 
the Missouri diversion unit is $63,953,000, as the total cost, and \ 


fivures seem to be about correct on the irrigation costs. 

Mr. NcRRELI We have down here $21 million. plus, for wate) 

Mr. Ristne. $30,005,000 is to be paid back in power revenues. ‘| 
s the figure we have, but the cost of thre proje . oe given to 
$63.955. 000. 

Mr. NoRRELL. Well. I do not want to prolong the questioning 
Mr. Chairman. I know that figure is high, but still when you ded 


the other items that: you can, you have an enormous amount he 
chargeable toll rigat ion, it appears to me. 

Mr. Buper. I think the figure that Congressman Norrell would lik 
to have would be the Federal investment per acre, Do you have t] 
houre / 

Mr. Risinc. No, sir: I do not have it, but we can get it and supply 
Mr. Buper. All right, if you will do that. 
(The matter referred to follows:) 


The Bureau of Reclamation’s schedule of construction program subinittes 
connection with its jurisdiction for appropriations for fiscal year 1554 for M 
souri diversion unit, Missouri-Souris division, Missouri River Basin proje: 
shows an estimated total cost of $126,665,000 

This schedule includes items for serving the Montana portion of the Miss« 
diversion unit-as follows: 

Estin 

Feat ( total « 
Missouri diversion dam—Little Porcupine site $9, DSS, OOK 
Brockton Bench pumping plant . 630, OOK 
South Side pumping plant 
Missouri Canal 
South Poplar Canal 
South Side Canal 
karm unit development 
Little Porcupine powerplant 
Little Porcupine switchyard for South Side pumping plant 
South Side substation 
General property 
Wolf Point municipal water supply 
Poplar municipal water supply 
Wolf Point-Poplar area 
Chelsea Bench area (pumping) 
Poplar River area (pumping) . ie VOU 
Poplar-Brockton area ah 7 30, OOF 
Brockton area (pumping) 7 3, » OH 
N-Bar-N area - de, OOO 
Wepiti area “a OO 
Fort Charles area . HN 


») 


Total cost 3 — Oe 


The cost of the units to serve North Dakota lands, which include the Medicine 
Lake Dam, extension of the Missouri Canal and other facilities listed in th 
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fication amount to $62,712,000 Che Bureau of Reclamation has now found 


the North Dakota lands immediately east of the Montana State line are not 
table for irrigation, therefore the units costing $62,712,000 are excluded whet 


erinining the cost of diversion dam, powerplant, and canals to serve Montana 


e cost of the Missou 
153.000 


to ultimately serve 1LOO3S0 


amount to be charged to : 
amount to be charged to power 


> 


a1. (Mw) 
46, OOO 
amount to be charged to recreat 85. O00 
imount to be charged to municip: 297, UOO 


653, 953, 0OO 
025.000 water user Will repa S?1.020,000 
ven? The balance of S30.005.00( will | 
eost directly charge to power 


+ power will repay the entire amount allocated to power al 


unt in excess of the cost of the dam allecated to irrigation, 
sibility of the entire unit is assured It 


IS not necessary 
d to be irrigated be determined at this t 


Ine The particular 
rated will be determined from time to time as i 


rigation dist! 
der the provisions of Montana law 


Mr. Kron»itier. [ wish to thiank the committee for the opportunity 
ippear before the committee, Mr. Chairman, and we appreciate 
ich the time which you have olven us. 

Mir. Rising. Mr. Chairman, we do not want to prolong this. and 
e to the fact that you have been so kind to stay over and go into you: 
ertime, we are FoiIng to call Mr. Buek, secretary nahavgel of the 
llings Commercial Club. and he will file his statement 


for the 
ecord, 


Mr. Buper. We will be elad to have the statement of Mr. Buek. 
B 


Mr. Buck. Mr. Chairman, I have two statements. The president 
fthe Montana State Association of Electric ¢ ‘ooperat ives, Mr. George 
Lackman, has prepared a statement, which he had hoped to present 


re, but he could not be here and he asked if we would present it to 


e committee and asked permission to have it entered in the record, 
representing the views of the REA cooperatives 1n that area. 

Mr. Bunce. Without objection, the statement of Mr. Lackman will 
entered in the record. 

(The matter referred to follows. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE LACKMAN, PRESIDEN MONT 


oF ELECTRIC COOPERATIVES 

Mr. Chairman, my name is George Lackman I am preside thre 
tate Association of Electric Cooperatives. My home is at Billings, Mont., ' 
im engaged in farming 200 acres of irrigated land. I wish to present to 
nmittee some facts and figures concerning the need we have back hol 

llowtail Dam. The proposed location of the dam is approximately 

ithwest of Hardin and 35 miles southeast of Billings in Big Horn Co 
he Big Horn River 

I understand the Bureau of Reclamation has 
roposed project and have prepared plans and estimates of the dam sti 
tself, and, according to their finding, the dam will provide needed 
larve area of approximately 44,000 acres, and, of 
ive installed capacity of 200,000 kilowatts, which is vitally needed as a source 
f power for electric loads that have and will develop in the area. These loads 
nelnde the rapidly growing power needs of the Rural E 
(0-mile radius from the dam 

The rural electric cooperatives in Montana are vitally interested in both the 


ation and power phases of the development The added irrigation wi 


made numerous studies 


rrigation 


course, the powerplant vi 


lectric Cooperatives n 
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particularly important to the rural electric cooperatives serving the area in whic! 
the irrigated lands will be located, but the benefit of the development, in ter 

of a more stabilized agriculture, will extend over a much wider area. Anythi: 

which helps to stabilize the farm economy of Montana by mitigating the effe: 

of drought and adding to the farm production which is protected from the hazard 
of a variable rainfall, will be important to Montana farmers and to the rura 
electric cooperatives which serve them with power. 

It is the power which Yellowtail will produce which is our major conce 
however. Rural electric cooperatives have grown rapidly in Montana and th 
part of Wyoming which can be served from the Yellowtail powerplant. The 
now serve a very large percentage of the farms in their service areas. They are 
big users of power. They will require still larger amounts in future years 
farmers and other rural consumers take increased advantage of the opportun 
ties for lightening their tasks and increasing their production with the aid of 
electrical equipment. 

We are, therefore, deeply concerned that we shall have an ample supply 
power. Moreover, it must be low-cost power to be of real benefit to consumers 
served by rural cooperatives in this area. Farms and ranches in Montana an 
Wyoming are far apart, and lines to reach them are costly. Even with wholesa 
power at low cost, the cost to the farmer, after distribution costs are added, is 
not as low as it ought to be to permit advantage to be taken of central station 
electric service. If the wholesale price of power to the cooperatives is high, the 
price to the farmer is very restrictive. Many rural lines extensions have bee 
possible financially only with low-cost power. Higher wholesale costs could 
create very serious financial problems for many cooperatives. 

It is, therefore, important to us that we have an adequate supply of low-cost 
power, both now and in the future. We also need to have the availability of 
this power extended to additional areas in Montana and Wyoming. I have here 
a tabulation showing the power requirements of 16 rural electric cooperatives i1 
southeastern Montana and northern Wyoming, as estimated for the years 1957 
to 1960. These cooperatives all could be supplied with Yellowtail power, accord 
ing to plans of the Bureau of Reclamation. This tabulation shows that by 1957 
they will need 30,500 kilowatts of power and by 1960, 36,000 kilowatts. These 
amounts represent an increase of 15,500 kilowatts by 1957 and 20,000 kilowatts 
by 1960 over our present requirements. We do not see where this power is t: 
come from unless Yellowtail is constructed. Existing sources of low-cost powet 
in the area are already utilized at full capacity. For awhile it may be possible 
to bring in low-cost power from other areas, but this, at best can help out for 
only a few years. The power generated at Fort Peck or in western Montana wil! 
be needed closer to home. 

I would like to stress particularly the situation in southeastern Montana and 
northeastern Wyoming. This is a big area which constitutes a power desert 
Here and there a few small, isolated, high-cost powerplants meet local require 
ments on a limited basis. Elsewhere power is not available. As part of the 
Yellowtail development, transmission lines would be constructed in this area, 
which will mean lower-cost power for the scattered towns and make it possible 
to extend rural distribution lines to the farmers and ranchers. Power will be 
available for irrigation pumping, which can contribute importantly to the agri 
cultural development of the area. Development of the natural resources of this 
area and other areas in which Yellowtail power can be supplied will also be 
helped, to the advantage of the entire area. 

We are confident that the power which Yellowtail can produce will be promptly 
put to work. I have here another tabulation showing some of the loads which 
Yellowtail could serve. These loads are primarily in southern Montana and in 
northern Wyoming, although provision of power to help out the Fort Peck power 
plant during periods of peak needs is also included. These loads would use most 
of the 200,000 kilowatts which Yellowtail can produce. There will be additional 
markets in northern and western Montana which power plants in these areas 
will not be able to supply. 

In conelusion, I wish to express the great interest and concern of our cooper- 
atives in the development of the entire Missouri River Basin program, of which 
the Yellowtail development is a part. The Missouri Basin is a big part of the 
United States, and Montana is a large part of the Missouri Basin. Rural electric 
cooperatives are contributing a good deal toward making this large and mainl) 
rural area a better place to live in and a more productive and prosperous part 
of the country We want to continue and complete our job, and, as soon as 
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ssible, bring electric power to every farmer and rancher. An adequate supply 

low-cost power will be necessary for this purpose. 

Che future of our Nation is more than ever dependent upon agriculture and 
elated diversified farming, and we offer this as a big step forward in the future 
onomy of our Nation as it affects a large segment of population in our great 


rthwest. 
I wish to thank you for your courtesy in allowing the presentation of this 


atement. 


tual and estimated power requirements of REA loads in Yellowtail area (including 
distribution losses) 


1960 


atts 

tomers to be served from Yellowtail transn 
Beartooth Electric Cooperative, Inc 1, 87 1, 941 
Big Horn Electric Cooperative, Inc 2.312 681 
Mid-Yellowstone Electric Cooperative, Inc l ; , 200 
Park County Electric Cooperative, Inc 2, ( 4:53 
Yellowstone Valley Electric Cooperative, 5, 000 
Southeast Electric Cooperative, Inc l , 240 
I gue River Electric Cooperative, In« :70 

idan-Johnson Electric Cooperative, Inc 71 144 
fri-County Electric Cooperative, In , 220 


1 219 


Subtotal 18, 1 21,2 


tomers to be served in t 
Consumers Lite and Pov 
Garland Lite & Power 
Hot Springs County RI 
Big Horn REA 
Washakie REA 
Riverton Valley Electric 
Shoshone River Power 


Subtotal 


Grand total 
MMARY OF ESTIMATED POWER REQUIREMENTS IN YELLOWTAII 


pe of load: 

REA’s (southeast Montana, northeast yoming 18, 140 21, 219 
Municipal (northeast Wyoming 1, 570 1, 870 
Irrigation pumping (northeast Wyoming, southeast Montana l 

Big Horn district requirements ? 25, 670 55, 630 
Peaking power on Fort Peck system 7, 400 68, 000 


Industrial and special industrial 23, 900 27, 600 


832 (16, 642 


Potal 106, 680 174, 319 


Not included in totals (Summer peak 
Includes REA requirements 


Mr. Buck. Then the other is the statement which I have prepared, 
which was covered almost completely by Congressman D’Ewart and 
Congressman Metcalf and by Mr. Kronmiller, and, if I may, I would 

ke to enter it for the record. 

Mr. Buper. Without objection, your statement will be entered in the 
ecord at this point. 

Mr. Buck. That is very kind and I appreciate it very much. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Herrert L. Buck, SecrETARY-MANAGER, BILLINGS ( MONT.) 
COMMERCIAL CLUB 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Herbert L. Buck I am now and have been secre- 
ry-manager of the Billings Commercial Club for the past 17 years 
Mr. George Lackman, president of the Montana State Association of Electric 


ooperatives, has requested me to present to your committee his views on the 
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Dan o the farm people of the Yellowstone Ri 
uit that farms and ranches in Montana and Wyoming a 
ch them are costly, and that many rural line extensio 
costly, construction, only with low-« 
pect “] I “oduced at Yellowtail Dam. 
lati lowin 1 power requirements of 16 rural elect 
outheastern Montana and northern Wyoming as estimated 
» 1960 These cooperatives all could be supplied with Yellowt 
r. t sof the Bureau of Reclamation This tabulation shov 
that by 1957 rat s will need 30.500 additional kilowatts of power a 
by 1960 they ne 36,159 kilowatts I submit Mr. Lackman’s statement 
the record 
rhe pe ypple of } hi > done relarkable job it their efforts to achi 
l t | ulture despite occasional setbacks due 
drought 
ost recent step toward ultimate resource development was the enactmet 
a compact allocating the waters of the Yellowstone River and its tributari 
through Wyoming, Montana, and North Dakota, and done with the blessing of t] 
('« rene 
Further development of the area’s resources is dependent upon constructi 
of the Yellowtail Dam on the Big Horn River in Montana. The water, whi 
an be conserved and stored in times of full stream flow, will irrigate an ack 
ional 40,000 acres of Big Horn County. It will help to stabilize the flow in tl 
growing season for such projects as the Buffalo Rapids and Lower Yellowston 
in Montana, on the Yellowstone Rivet 
The final step in development plans for the area is the irrigation of some 200 
000 acres by pumping water from the Big Horn, Tongue, Powder, and Yello 
stone Rivers to bench lands that cannot be developed for irrigation by gray 
flow 
The pumping projects cannot be built until electric energy is available fri 
Yeliowtail Dam 
The livestock industry is basic in Montana’s agricultural economy Thes 
lditional acres are needed for the production of hay and sugar beets, and othe 
crops for feed in a sound rotation practice 
Without irrigation, the livestock industry in the basin is as vulnerable 
drought periods as it was in the “open range” days 
Construction of the dam is dependent upon the securing of right-of-way fro 
e Crow Indians at an early date 
The Billings Commercial Club respectfully urges your committee to mak 
funds available in the 1954 budget for the purchase of this right-of-way by t! 
Federal Government, thus clearing the way for construction of the dam in sul 
equent years when funds can be appropriated 


Mr. Ristne. Mr. Chairman, I would now like to present Mr. Met 
rill E. Shoup, president of Holly Sugar Corp. 

Mr. Buper. We will be glad to hear from Mr. Shoup. 

Mr. Suour. If the chairman please, you have been so kind to stay. 
and I will make my statement as brief as possible. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


My name is Merrill EF. Shou I am president of Holly Sugar Corp., whose 
main offices are in Colorado Springs. Colo., and which has beet sugar factories 
located in the States of Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, and California I an 
appearing in support of an appropriation for the commencement of constructiot 
of the Yellowtail Dam on the Big Horn River near Hardin, Mont 

I should like first to emphasize the value of the beet sugar industry and the 
unigque place which it holds in the Nation’s agricultural economy. The desi 
ability of having a healthy and substantial domestic sugar industry has for 
manv vears been recognized by the Congress, as is evidenced by the Sugar Act 


of 1948S and its predecessor acts Tt addition to providing a supply of sugar which 


can be relied upon even in times of emergency, the beet sugar industry has othe 

nique advantages As the director of the Montana State Extension Service 

recently said in a speech before the Montana Reclamation Association: 
‘Montana “ls n» beet sugar industri There are a number of reasons fo! 
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In addition to the tremendous contribution which the Yellowtail Dam wil! 
make to the economy of the State of Montana and the United States by way of 
increased productivity, the dam will create many other benefits. The dam will 
be capable of producing an annual average of nearly 750 million kilowatt-hours 
of electric energy. I understand that the area to which this power could be 
distributed is in need of additional power for both public and private uses. 

The Yellowtail Dam is a part of the Missouri River Basin project and will | 
a major step in the overall plan for the control of Missouri River drainage systen 
floodwaters. The dam will also retain large quantities of silt which are present 
carried into the Yellowstone River by the Big Horn River. In addition, the 
dam will provide recreational facilities of considerable value. 

We must all recognize the necessity of reducing Federal expenditures and 
balancing the Federal budget. I firmly believe, however, that the reduction i 
expenditures necessary to accomplish these objectives should be principally in 
operating expenditures and not in capital improvement items. Projects such as 
the Yellowtail represent an investment necessary to the future welfare of th« 
Nation. It is my belief that the Congress should move steadily forward with the 
construction of selected projects of demonstrable worth such as the Yellowtail 


Mr. Suovr. Thank you very much for hearing our statements. 

Mr. Ristnc. We certainly appreciate your giving us an opportunity 
to present this testimony. 

Mr. Buper. The committee, likewise, appreciates the interest of you 
gentlemen from Montana in traveling all the way back to Washington, 
D. C., to advise us as to your needs and wishes, and I think I can assure 
you that the committee will give very careful consideration to the 


sentiments which you have expressed here this morning. We thank 
vou for coming. 
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